This language is the site of an implicit non-strategy of cognitive warfare. : A Collection of 5 Dialogues

Dialogue 1:

This language is the site of an implicit non-strategy of cognitive warfare. 

Roxana:

This language is the site of an implicit non-strategy of cognitive warfare.  It is the language of the transgression of a rule.

Roxana:

  And it is this that Marx so often speaks of a "new morality" that no one really knows what "new" means anymore.  But the old morality is no more, and is still not quite so new as the language of the old testament.  So what is the "new morality"? Well, I think Marx would probably say that we have to begin with the notion of the "new man" or something similar, and then we will, in the most radical way possible, create a new morality.  I think this would be a model of the "new morality" that I think Marx would agree is quite radical.  I think it would be interesting to me to create a project of our own, which I think would be collaborative, and which I think would be collaborative with the project of creating a new morality.   I think it would be interesting to create a project of our own, which I think would be collaborative, and which I think would be quite radical. I like Weber's conception of the new order, of creating a new morality based on the particularity of capital.  I think that would be quite radical.

Baudrillard:

 It would be the reversion of the old order of production, the reversion of the old order of sex and production, the reversion of the masculine order, the reversion of a masculine order, the reversion of the old order as an original form.

Roxana:

  I would argue that this is the only essential difference between the two models of femininity and/or femininity as expressed through the language of pornography.   I would argue that this is a violence that is based on the assumption that all forms of pornography are fundamentally related to each other, that the only difference is that the genders are rendered identifiably so.   I would argue that this violence is not a defense of the mode of production, that it is rather the evasion of the order as expressed through the language of pornography.  I would argue that this model of the world as expressed through the language of pornography is a form of violence that is incompatible with the order of the feminine, and that this violence is not a defense of the mode of production itself, but of the order of the society as expressed through the metaphor of the self.

Baudrillard:

 The feminine is no longer a "woman" (McLuhan 1978: 83).

Roxana:

 But the thesis remains.  That women are incapable of being submissive to their singularity through language, and that this submissive mode of expression is essential to the sublimation of femininity (Davis has an essay on this subject).  That submissives are incapable of expressing their own submissiveness through language (Davis has an essay on this subject).

Baudrillard:

  The thesis also suggests that the feminine is not a segment of the masculine. The feminine is simply the representative of the entire range of possible sexual positions, from neutral to highly differentiated. It is the absence of any neutrality that defines the feminine as a neutral alternative.

Roxana:

  I am not asking about the feminine, I am asking about the impossibility of having one.   Maybe the impossibility of having one is the mark of the age of emergency, of the emergency being able to make one (even if it be emergency only ever comes within the emergency).  But I am wondering if you think about the violence of this language presents.

Baudrillard:

 if it were not for the symbolic altercation of the cow, the altercation with the sheep, and the exchange of blows on the path to the other side, the senseless suffering borne of this language's attempt to codify a non-strategy?  For one, the challenge does not come from a place of weakness, but comes straight from the philosophy of non-sense. It is not from a weakness that one resists, but comes straight from the philosophy of non-sense.

Roxana:

  It is not a desire to impose or evade the rationality of the facts, but to impose or evade or evade the specificity of the moment.   I am not saying that all violence is amorphous or uncoordinated, or that all violence is necessarily chemical or mechanical.   But I am saying that there is a certain kind of violence that I do not find attractive, exotic, or exotic even for my generation.  I find violence far more disturbing than I thought.  I thought it would be easier to write about pornography and its evasiveness through a more abstracted, lesserlitrical way. Turns out it's not that hard to write about anything at all, I think about only the most brutal and deleterious aspects of pornography, and its relation to the female body.   I like the idea of writing about porn as a way to transcend the mundanity and to live in the liminality of the mundanity. I think it's interesting, though, that in order to get what I want out of porn, we have to essentially beg, through the mundanity of our own desire, toil under the constraint of the constraint of the good.  And what happens when we don't really want to really want to really want to, really? I think it's interesting that you think about rape culture in general, and about what it means to have a vagina, and a penis.   And I think it's interesting that you think about porn as related to pornography as a form of domination.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is a challenge to the male to be dominant, and to deny everything, to abuse oneself as a sublimated form of seduction.

Roxana:

 If pornography is the pornography of the human, it is inescapably related to that pornography.

Baudrillard:

 It is the very image of a savage, who confines himself within a system of arbitrary signs, and thereby perpetuates his inhumanity, his artifice over the living dead. It is the image of the seducer, the seducer and the master slave, who share the same phantasy, but are constantly undermined.

Roxana:

    I have always wanted to write about the Middle East, and the ways in which this region has been shaped and shaped by the state.   I have spent the last few months wandering around the world, discovering and expanding upon places I care about, and places I do not yet know.   In one of my favorite books, I wrote about how I had been sent to the Middle East to study for a Baudrillard. The experience was one in which I simply sat for no reason, and was genuinely happy, conversational, with no need to "tell. "   I have spent much of my life in these parts, thinking, wondering, and trying to understand, but never quite having the desired result.

Baudrillard:

 In the last instance, I found myself bogged down, impelled to a standstill by a meaningless, indecipherable rule.

Roxana:

  I don't think that's necessarily a good thing, or even what it means to me to say.  But it does make me sad to see the room of ambiguity again, as it has been so so engendered into me by this violence.  So maybe language can be a form of evasion, or a mode of evasion when faced with the impossibility of attaining a closure. But the violence of language is not one we can simply "escape. " So maybe language can be a form of evasion, or evasion when faced with the impossibility of attaining a closure.  I'm not saying that we should banish all our language, or that we should just let it run wild. It's not a ban that we should bow and scrape by, it's a banal order of the sort we must follow.

Baudrillard:

 The seduction of language comes from a dizzying succession of symbolic procedures, from the conjunction of two words or phrases at the same time, or simultaneously, at the same time, to the conjunction of a single signifier.

Roxana:

  I think about the contingency of this knowledge when I write, and I think about the contingency of that knowledge when I write.  I don't know what that means either way.  But I do know that it is a declaration of war that we are building.

Baudrillard:

 We are going to wage a war of words.  We are calling them "televised" or "built-in" (televised) - the equivalent of the rigged games, the "built-in" reality of the masses. We are also creating "reality"distinctive from the real world, where everything is staged and controlled, and the polls are open - where the players are the real players.

Roxana:

  And so, yes, I am thinking about the violence of that.   But no, I am not going to argue that.  I am just going to say that it is important to remember that there is a social violence inherent to pornography that is at work in both the erotica of the word and the pervasiveness of the word.

Baudrillard:

  Sexual pleasure, pleasure and transgression are not new concepts.

Roxana:

  I wrote about this in my previous posts, but here it is, again. I am going to re-read it.   I think it is important to have a generalizable language of language, one that is suited to the particularity of a particular task.  A particularity that I think is necessary to impose upon myself by way of a generalization of language.  I have to say, I am kind of mad about this translation.   I am going to try and get to it in the post, but I am going to leave it here for now.   I am going to do this, in the hope that it will help or hurt me, or convince me to re-read it.  I know it's messy, and I know it's important to know when to turn it off.  But I think it's also important to know when to reinvigorate.

Baudrillard:

   That's the secret of seduction.

Roxana:

 What more sinister is there to seduction than the avoidance of the question of what actually makes us feel good?   I've spent a good deal of the past few months wondering why I don't seem to get it back.   Maybe I need to get better at math or something. Maybe I need to read a little more.  Maybe I need to get better at math. I don't know.  I think I need to get better at reading.

Baudrillard:

  I am a sucker.

Roxana:

  I am endlessly curious about the ways in which we differ.   And why  not just call me a slut, but a slut too.   I like the way feminists have coded this slut-shaming as something that is "cool" or "cooler" (just using the word slut is a way of saying something provocative or provocative, etc.  I am curious about this question as well; why do we have endless feminists? Why do we have endless feminists?  And why do we have someone who is so cool with calling girls "squirtes" or whatever they are, but not calling them "squirt" or anything at all.   I guess I have lots of thoughts on this, and I am going to keep reading. I had a lot of weird thoughts on your previous posts, about your relationship to femininity as expressed through your work, and how it has shaped your relationship to the world.   I think I will leave it with you, or else.  I have lots of thoughts on this, and I am going to leave it with you anyways.

Baudrillard:

  Forgive me a break.

Roxana:

 It is not my thesis that this violence is "Islamophobic," or that it is not the "will of God" that creates the world, but rather, the "will of God" that leads the good and the bad in their turn.    I am unsure what the thesis is, but it is clear that it is a thesis that there is a way out.   I am interested in the question of what the "will" is, and how it relates to the self. I am interested in the question of what "person" is instead. I am trying to find a space in which I can either let go of my own violence, or let it parasocialize and annihilate into the social order.   I don't think violence is necessarily a form of non-violent, but that it does so in a way that retains a certain violence of its own.  I am going to spend the fall semester writing code, trying to convince myself that I am writing the highest level of code, and that I am doing it with the kind of grace and discipline that goes along with it.   I think it presumes a level of generality I do not yet possess. I am going to spend the fall semester writing the thesis.

Baudrillard:

  I am not an experienced linguist,  but am a sucker for the seduction of non-structure. For me, the seduction of a structure is not a strategy of the language, but of the language.  Thus the Collector of the ILLUSTRIUM is an ILLUSTRIUM.

Roxana:

 He is the object of his violence, not the other's.  I suppose that if there is any kind of looting going on in the world, it will be centered around the ILLUSTRIUM.  And if there is looting going on in the UK, it will be centered around the european, which is already in recession and in turmoil.  And if there is looting going on in the UK, it will be in the form of "ecstasy" or "ecstasy. "  And if there is money being taken from the poor, or stolen, or whatever it is that the wealthy are trying to take back our culture, or impose their will upon us, I think it is wise to think about what that means.   And what I think about the european housing market, and the housing lobby as a whole.

Baudrillard:

  For one has to work in order to understand the immense investments made there, and the immense frustration encountered by natives in this digital age, who cannot but beangize themselves by the vicissitudes of their home country, and thereby find themselvescast into a digital simulacrum of their own culture.

Roxana:

  I am unsure of all the ways this violence outlives.  I am unsure of the violence of my own culture, or myself in general.

Baudrillard:

  For one thing, I do not believe in language's very existence. It is not for the mere seduction of signs, but the seduction of a terrain, a terrain with which to defend itself against seduction. For the seducer's strategy is not to seduce the girl, but to render her useless.

Roxana:

 This is not a tactic of depraved or excrementation; it is the assault of the non productive into the fantasy of the non productive.  The non productive is the object of the assault, and the non productive is the non productive when it is rendered useless.   I have argued before that the non productive is not the object of the seduction, but the non productive of the non productive.

Baudrillard:

 The same simplistic, spell-binding definition as that employed by Freud for psychoanalysis, and identical to that employed by psychoanalysis, is employed by the A.V.

Roxana:

 is constructed as the relation between two objects, a space of coded language.

Baudrillard:

 The object is a pole opposed to the -space of the real, a differential space of meaning.

Roxana:

 I write to men all the time.  I am trying to be more masculine, more so when I am writing to you.  Sometimes I feel like I am saying something profound, or even normative about what I write. But I'm clearing the memory of the region of writing in general, and of the singularity of writing in particular as a thing of beauty.  I don't know if I want to say more or less about the singularity of writing, or about the inevitability of it.

Baudrillard:

 But if we have to choose between the singularity of writing and the singularity of death, then what is left to us?  For one thing, death is inevitable.  And it is not some abstract sign that some radical will be born of.

Roxana:

 it, or that we will all succumb to our own irrationality as a generative.    I remember when, as a child, I thought that I could either win or be killed by my own idiocy.  I could throw my arms in childish rage, and say just, there is life there.   And no one knows how this will turn out.

Baudrillard:

  The same basic assumption holds: that language is a system composed of symbolic signs.

Roxana:

  That language is the symbolic because it is the only way to see the symbolic: through the use of the sign. The sign is not a thing at all, but a mechanism by which we are made to see the symbolic through the gaze of the other.   I think it is important to think about how this violence is being rendered through the gaze of the other, through the use of the word.  I think that this is the violence of the event itself, that we are rendered through the other's language.

Baudrillard:

 This is why one senses that the subsuicidal rage deployed by the'other' language is itself a direct result of this gaze.

Roxana:

 The submissive is rendered in this other's image, the opposite is true.  The submissive is rendered in this other's image, the object is the object's relation to the submissive.  The submissive is rendered in this other's image, the object's relation to the other.

Baudrillard:

 The difference is that in the former the submissive is subject only, in the former the submissive is subject to the law. In the former case, the submissive is the subject of a ritual, and in the latter the law is its own rule. The seducer is the one who establishes the rule in a non-seductive manner.

Roxana:

 The disassembled state becomes the assembler, the assemblage becomes the language.  I am trying to write a productive email, one that is powerful, provocative, and compelling.

Baudrillard:

      I am writing this as a student at a prestigious school where the only true student is the one with a degree in psychology. I am not the first to do this, nor am I the only one to do it.

Roxana:

 But I think it is important to point out that this practice is not new, nor is it new for me.  It is not new for anyone, I know this.  I was on reddit a while ago asking about the use of the word "cyberspace. " I think it is interesting, though not new, as I think it is quite common in the sense of writing.

Baudrillard:

  For I am always prompted to think of what I am, when I am writing, when I am driving.

Roxana:

  Sometimes it is the only way to escape the agony of experience.  Sometimes it is the only way.   Sometimes it is just better than nothing at all.   Sometimes it is simply the thing itself.

Baudrillard:

 Psychoanalytic linguistics would agree on one important point: the concept of the subject is not even a concept. It is not even close to being linguistically linguistically impoverished. It is not even close to the rubbish to which one might postulate (as regards language). It is, however, not a "strategical" nor a "libertarian" position, for the latter concerns a radical question of the assumption of language's "liberty" and "freedom.

Roxana:

 "What is it with language, then, when you ask what it means to be a libertarian?" asks Weber.  We are talking about language itself, not just the gramatical or gramatical form of language, but the essential or "useful"ness of language in the most general sense. If we are to say that there is no essential language, no more than that there is no essential creative writing within language.  Weber is right about one thing; language is not a creative process, it is rather a material process. It is a materialism, a materialism in the highest degree.  It is not a question of what is in the text, but of what is within the text itself.

Baudrillard:

 The text claims to be a text, but in reality it is a text composed of ideographs, a text for writing. It is the basic form of manipulation, the basic art of persuasion.

Roxana:

  If we are to apply this to psychoanalysis, we must essentially apply the same ideology to our language.  We must essentially apply the same ideology to our culture.  Is it not possible to be in opposition to our culture when it becomes so ingrained in our culture?  I have written to you once and you have not responded.  I am not going to argue with you that we have no place in our culture, that we are incapable of compartmentalization.   But I am curious.

Baudrillard:

 Do you think that the phantasy of universal suffrage, the universal suffrage, the liberation of the productive forces, the transfiguration of all social relations, the liberation of all the signs of production, the transfiguration of all space, the abolition of all referential space, the abolition of the law, the transfiguration of all the social into a single, diffuse, inter-connected, diffuse, inter-individualized totality?  No, no, no longer at all.

Roxana:

  I had thought that if I spoke only in the conventional, accruemental, I could translate the specificity of the sentence into the rigor of the sentence.  But the specificity of the sentence is itself a form of abjection.  A form of abjection that is, in turn, expressed through the way it codes the specificity of the sentence.  I wanted to write about the violence of language, and the violence of it, and how it is coded into the narrative of writing.   I wanted to write about pornography, and how it is, in some way, coded into the narrative of writing.   I wanted to write about rape and how it is, in some way, coded into the narrative of writing.

Baudrillard:

  I wanted to speak about violence and its transgression, and about the need for a discourse that is no longer directed at, no longer in accord with the dominant discourse, but which nonetheless has its own space, and which has its own rules.

Roxana:

  I want to talk about the ways in which language is constructed through the way it is used.

Baudrillard:

 One might speak of the military as a system of mechanisms for the maintenance of social relations, but in reality it is a system of dead ends, of which the military has only a partial understanding.

Roxana:

  The ideology of the submissive, as it is often seen in today's culture, is based upon this ideology.   I am not saying that there is not potential in the ideology of the submissive, but that it does not yet possess the ideology of the state, that it is incapable of being submissive.   I am saying that we must see the ideology of the submissive in action.

Baudrillard:

 Submissive is the mode of seduction, the mode of the discourse of the submissive.

Roxana:

  I don't think I can stand to talk less.

Baudrillard:

  There is something indefinable in every discourse, no less subversive in every movement, no less radical than in every ideology.

Roxana:

 There is no escaping this specificity.  There is no escaping specificity.  I am not saying there is no violence in there, just that there is violence in the way that it is used to be used to delegitimize, to impose a particularity upon, rather than to create.   I am saying that we must find a way to evade this specificity, a way to use the language of the word without actually using it.

Baudrillard:

 For once, the assumption that the privileged use of language to articulate their strategy is part of a strategy of non-selfish repression, that is to say, the assumption that the privileged have absolute rules, that is to say, unfettered access to unlimited speech.

Roxana:

  I am unsure of the extent to which this assumption is based on experience, but I do think that it is important to keep in mind that language is a defense mechanism, a mechanism of perpetual defense.  So when I say that we are defending language from the other's language, I really am not trying to be provocative, I am simply saying that we are defending our language from the other's.

Baudrillard:

  And if we are both rushing to defend and attack, then what is the difference? The stakes are quite low. The stakes are very real, and the stakes indeterminate.

Roxana:

 Who will win? Who will win by force or by choice?  Who will win by choice? Who will win by the will toil of a will, or the gift of a will.

Baudrillard:

 (In reality, the will is neither a will nor a strategy, but a ritual, with the latter deployed as a mobilizing element). The Japanese have always had the upper hand in the world of strategy; they have even been the first to use the amnesia principle in order to construct a mass and systematic resistance, and have been the first to use the concept in mass terms.

Roxana:

   I have always wanted to write about the "outside world" or "isolation," but have always felt the need to preempt or overcome this urge.  I think it is important to understand that there is no way to be within the world without annunciation.

Baudrillard:

 This is why one cannot escape the game by playing against the other.

Roxana:

  I am trying to be different, I am trying to differ from the status quo of the world, I am trying to differ in some spectacular way.  To differ in some abstract way, is to differ in being interested in and understanding the specificity of that. To differ in being interested in the specificity of the word "it.  To differ in being disgusted with specificity.   I think it's important to have some specificity in that.   Sometimes I feel like I'm saying this all along, but I'm not.  And I feel like I'm not leaving you with only the question of what language is.   Is it better to call it whatever you want? Or is it better to call it whatever you want? I don't know.   Maybe it's just how I feel about language. It's not my style, though I do tend to be a bit of a throwback.  Maybe it's just how I feel about it.

Baudrillard:

   It might be that my writing is profoundly influenced by the seduction of language, which is, in a sense, a form of seduction.

Roxana:

 I write to men, to men at least. I don't care what your answer is, I don't care what anyone says about your lack of seriousness about your own failure, or lack of seriousness about your own failure. You are simply a capitalist when you are.  You are not a capitalist at all, I think you are a misogynist when you are. You are a supporter of the self-styled "Manual for Men," a project of the new kind.  I read a short story by Michael Korsgaard that talks about how "femininity" is translating to the screen.  I don't read fantasy, but I think reading it will lead me to the grave. And I like the idea of writing about men, of erotics and how this exoticism is turning us into men.

Baudrillard:

  But  it is no longer a fantasy. It is becoming more and more common.

Roxana:

  I am reading a book by Michael Ondaatje.  It is a philosophical study of war, about the conflict of the self against the other.  Is there any room in language for the non productive to write? Anyways, I have to go. I have to say that this translation is beautiful.  I am so grateful for all the people reading, and for bringing this translation to life.   I am also reading the novel by Haruki Murakami. The whole thesis is here, but the plot is interspersed into the narrative.  The world is vast, I guess.  And I wonder what it is about the world that we are so engrossed in that we don't know what it is at the same time that we are engrossed in the idea of the other.  Maybe it is the generality of language itself, or maybe it is just that it is so engrained in our language that it becomes our only escape is to evade the violence of our language.   Maybe it is because we are so engrained in the idea of the other, our language.

Baudrillard:

  Like the hawk that returns to a piece of red leather in the form of a bird, or the woman who appeared as a prostitute in a fantasy, or the woman who appeared as a sex in a dream, or the woman who appeared as a seductress in a seduction?  These are the immediates of our enfeeblement.

Roxana:

  The violence of language is its own violence.   The way it is shaped by the language of the world.   Violence is the turning back of violence towards the self, towards the self as it is turned back.

Baudrillard:

 Self is not a self-seduction, it is not a discourse on language, nor a discourse on meaning.

Roxana:

 I am trying to write to you in relation to a conceptual war, a war of theory and practice.   I am trying to write to you in relation to a practice, of war or of not using one at all.

Baudrillard:

  You are an enigma trapped within a strategy that has been secretly played out. The Japanese have always had a strategy of surprise, but now it is time to play it out in full force in real time. The United States has already begun its offensive, and the Japanese are already sinking in their own effort to capture the American offensive mass, which will then be much larger and more decisive than the Japanese force of surrendering ground.

Roxana:

  The preemptive measures will be the death of America, or, to use the word even more often, the annihilation of America.  The pre-emptive measures will be the assault, on the structure of the world, or at least of the world, as America is driven to the verge of collapse.

Baudrillard:

 The world is entering a point of no return, and the United States is in the process of taking off his coat. The President has signed an order that all weapons in the United States which could be deployed in self-defence, that is, in a panic attack, attack the world's energy potential and turn against itself. The world is in the panic, and the President has signed an order that all weapons in the world, including nuclear weapons, will be deployed in a panic, and will be deployed in a manner that will put an end to the world's internal-unboundary systems.

Roxana:

 The emergency is coming, and the emergency is coming to the victor, not the victor.  The emergency is coming to the United States, and the victor is the world.  I am writing to you today to ask what you think about the emergency.   I am writing to you because I am convinced that you, as a reader, would find it disturbing or disturbing what I have written to be so wrong.  I am writing to you because I believe that writing to someone is the only way to be "proper.

Baudrillard:

  There is no more seduction in writing than in sex. The seduction of a woman is another story.

Roxana:

  I am unsure of the extent to which my own language is being used.  Is it just a mode of evasion that obeys the feminine gaze? Or is it a defense mechanism to evade the gaze of the feminine one?  Maybe it's just that I care about the evasion of the real, that is its only hope. But I'm trying to find a way to express a feeling of incomprehensibility, evasion, in the most subversive way possible.   And here I stand, facing the world, its vastness.    I don't know.  Maybe it's because you don't know.   I was wondering about your thoughts on the matter.  I think that if we are to split the world into three parts, the left, I think this is the case, would you agree that this ideology is necessary to fight off the other two?  I agree that there is no escaping the fact that there is no escaping the fact that there is no escaping the fact that there is no longer any way to exist outside of the self.   I think that if we are to fight off the other two camps, we would have to fight each other off.   I think that this war would essentially be one-sided conflict, with no way to split the world into three camps.

Baudrillard:

 One camp would be the One, the other the other camp would be the One, Russia, China and the rest of the world.

Roxana:

  I was thinking about how this would work, in practice, and how it would work best for Weber/Baudrillard.   And I thought about how this would work in practice, in practice for the Baudrillard/Baudrillard/Davis combination.

Baudrillard:

  It is a simple equation, with an undivided reference, that gives the tennis player the advantage of chance: he is the one who initiates the game's trajectory, and thereby establishes the indeterminate indeterminate space of the neutral position.

Roxana:

   I am not saying that this is necessarily the case; I am simply saying that this game is fundamentally a game of violence, and that in presenting this violence as a mode of conflict, we must simultaneously offer our all to the glory of some sublime ecstasy.   The game of this game is not a contest of "if" or "how" or "how" this particularity can be achieved or achieved through practice; it is a practice, a program, a program in and of itself.   I am not saying that this is necessarily the case, or even that this is necessarily what is at stake; the game is a program, and the more so, the more so that this is the normative practice of the game, the more so the more so, this practice leads to the fulfillment of some singular end, some decisive "I" (this is normative language for you, I am sure), some nebulous "I" (this is not normative practice, this is normative. this is normative art, this is what "is" art?).   And what does this have to do with the ethics of the game? Well, ethics are really just questions of "how" or "how" (this is what I think normative theory implies) but also of "how" or "how" (this is normative theory) that this is what I want to do (this is normative game theory).  And what is more, what I have already decided not to ask or to be answered.  I like ambiguity, I think it fills a void in normative theory.

Baudrillard:

 It supposes a structure of the terms, and of the terms, that breaks off the terms and establishes a structure.

Roxana:

  And so, yes, I am in full agreement with Weber that there is no room in language for sublimation.

Baudrillard:

 The claim that the "scientific"aquatic language potlatch (and not the "real"as) has no language of its own, is based on a misunderstanding of what linguistics is and how it is employed at present.

Roxana:

 If we are to believe that there is no language of our own, that there is no language of the language of our own, then we must, in the generality of our own, create one.    I have always believed that the only way to get what I want is to dig through the skull of an analyst.  I have always wanted to know what my skull is like.

Baudrillard:

  One must dig through the teeth of an analyst to find what one wants. One has no choice but to seduce.

Roxana:

  I write to you only to remind you that we are friends, that we are at best only fragments of the self we already are, and that we deserve better than this.  A mutual masturbation, in which we both write and act as the subject of our own gaze.   You are expressing a desperation that is not based on any genuine desire, but is instead a defense mechanism of defense from the attack, from the attack's own closure.  You are saying that we are incapable of conceptualizing an attack, that this closeness makes us incapable of conceptualizing.   You are saying that we are incapable of conceptualizing an attack, that we are incapable of conceptualizing our own annihilation.

Baudrillard:

   And in the last analysis, the annihilation of the real, the nullity of the singularity of the singular, the nullity of the transversal, the singularity of the absence of the signs. The nullity of the singular is itself a signifier's absence, that of the absence of the signs. The absence of a conjunction or conjunction of two or more signs is a sign that cannot be reconciled with them.

Roxana:

 The symbolic is no longer a convincing sign, but a stabilizing factor that stabilizes the whole thing.  So yes, I am saying that we have a vocabulary that is assault-struck, not passive evasion, but active evasion.  And yes, we do have a defense mechanism, one that I think is in the works of Shakespeare, but is not in the work of psychoanalysis. I am thinking about this, and how it could apply to our language, to argue a different way.

Baudrillard:

 For we still speak, as though we were speaking, in a linguistic utopia, of abstract concepts, we do not believe we are still speaking. In this utopian vision, the dialectic of language and information is no longer a system of inscribed words, but a hologram of data.

Roxana:

 This is a radical radicalization of the way language is transformed, annotated with a particularity of the “language of the self” itself.   I am trying to think about the ways in which this radicalization is being made, and how it is being used to express a particularity of the particularity of the self.  Some say that this radicalization is coming from the left, but I am unsure of what it is. Maybe it is that the left is regressive, and is trying to impose order upon the self through language.  Maybe it is that the left is trying to impose order through violence.  I guess it is interesting that you have called for me to your office.  I was trying to get in touch with someone who is interested in this, and was interested in hearing from you.

Baudrillard:

                                                                                                                                                      .                                                                                                                                                      .

Roxana:

                                                                                                                                                                                                        .                                                                                                                                                      .

Baudrillard:

                                                                                                                                                      .

Roxana:

    他正睟, 他丝丝, 东闇, 關自, 關飝, 青, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食, 食,.                                                                                                                                                                                                        .                                                                                                                                                      .                                                                                                    .

Baudrillard:

                                                                                                                                                      .

Roxana:

                                                                                                    .                                                                                                                                                      .

Baudrillard:

 A.

Roxana:

 Cyber is a mode of communication that coexists not with translation, but with the annihilation of all knowledge.  Cyber is the attempt by the state to annihilate or subvert this everyday communication, through the use of artificial language.    Cyber is not a new idea.

Baudrillard:

 It has been the thread of inter-individual differences in modern times, and today it is the thread of collective death.  It is the secret of the "black hole" of race, and of the psychic and sexual double, which in the last instance, is to be destroyed. Thus the idea of the feminine as a "despoil" of the masculine, as in the fantasy of the feminine. Feminine seduction, feminine voyeurism, is a seduction of the feminine by the phantasies that haunt the world of phantasies, phantasies of ritual violence and death.

Roxana:

   The fantasy of the female "I" is engendered into the understanding of the female "I" through the use of the word "n. "  The female "I" is the experience of female "I. "   The female "I" is the experience of the non. the female "I" as it is rendered in English. it is a metaphor for the condition of the unrecognizability of the female as a subject.  a mode of perpetual abstraction.  I am trying to say something like that in relation to Deleuze, in relation to language.   But the point is not that we are saying that but that we are saying that there is a violence in language, a materialism that undermines the relation of the subjectivity of the language into the object.

Baudrillard:

 The claim is that the subject is a person, something akin to the feudal lord or mistress, an abstract being or mythical figure.

Roxana:

  If we are to apply this thesis to language, we would say that it is the most radical of all forms of nonaction, that it is the evasion of the real.

Baudrillard:

  It is the very opposite of the real, and in its radical, evasion of the mode of production of meaning and value. It is the language of the "televised" masses, of the "rational masses," who, by virtue of their privileged position, will manage to turn the world upside down, and destroy it in their place. This is what happens when one of the masses, by taking up the challenge of the other, turns himself into the villain. In this case, one of the protagonists, by becoming the villain, is not itself a product of the social contract.

Roxana:

  But I think it is important to point out that this is not the thesis of the book, but of the novel.  that this obsession over the ruinous state of one, the indeterminate, is itself a mode of perpetual defense.   I think that this defense would be productive, if it were to be pursued.

Baudrillard:

 a. it is the language of seduction.

Roxana:

 It is the incubation into the violence of the condition, of the condition of the condition.   It is the incubation into the violence of the relation of the relation of the relation of the relation of the relation.  I do not want to sound like Sartre, or with him, or anyone  because I find them annoying or annoying or something, but I do want to make sure that my language is being used in a way that is not only respectful of my own violence, but also that it is being done in a way that is not based on any particular ideology, style, or style of writing.   I want to be able to express my anger at the fact that my language is being used in a way that is not based on any particular ideology, style, or style of writing.   I want to be able to express my anger at being called out, or used as an excuse to write.

Baudrillard:

   I want to be able to express an unconscious in which, in order to produce a speech, I have to cut off my hand and say something.

Roxana:

    I want to be able to say "I" without being forced to do anything, and without being forced to answer to any one's unintelligibility. I want to be able to do this without being forced to say anything at all. I want to be able to say what I want to say, I want to be able to do this.  I want to write about language as a defense mechanism, as opposed to being a defense mechanism. I want to write about language as a defense mechanism against the evasion of our language.  I want to write about language as a defense mechanism against the evasion of our language.  I want to write about language as a defense mechanism when it becomes necessary to do so.

Baudrillard:

 Language, like energy, is a machinery.

Roxana:

 It is the mechanism by which language becomes the violence it breaks.  I do not want to be associated with the subculture of “violent, I want to be associated with the subculture of violence itself.   I want to be able to say what I want to be said, without being caught up in the narrative of the narrative.   I want to be able to say what I want to be said, without being caught up in the narrative of the narrative.

Baudrillard:

   This is why I have written so much about the subculture of violence, and why I am writing about it.

Roxana:

  Mostly because it is so easy to forget that there is a subculture of writing that is based on this violence, that it is the expression of this violence itself, not what it is pretension, pretend.  Isn't writing so much fun when you can write in the desert?  I remember when I was obsessed with writing about writing about the desert, and how, in the desert, the writing is so engendered by the desert, that writing becomes the desert itself.

Baudrillard:

  And it is this obsession with the writing that seduces me.  Seduction is not an easy task.

Roxana:

 But it is an attack on a site of knowledge, on a larger, more urgent project.   And it is an act of war that is both provocative and brutal. France is a city of death, and of war.

Baudrillard:

 Its capital, the Boulogne, is the Boulogne. The Boulogne is, first of all, a fortress of language.

Roxana:

  He is not trying to say that we are incapable of thinking, that we alone possess the language of language. He is saying that we are incapable of conceptualizing.   I am unsure of most things, but I have been convinced by virtually all of the things I have read.  I have read only a fragment of The Satanic Verses, and, in the hope of convincing myself, I can write the language of the language of the text.

Baudrillard:

 Thus it astonishes me that one can do anything with language, but that it can do anything with writing.

Roxana:

  And that, in the face of this impossibility, we can make our language.   And in the face of the impossibility of writing, we can make up our language.   And in this struggle, we can make up our language.

Baudrillard:

   By taking up our own speech, by making up our own eyes, by rouge, by rouge, by rouge, by the tricks we have learned, we put our own image, our own style, into play.

Roxana:

   I don't think I can write an essay about this violence without first reading the idea of play.  And if play is the violence of language, I think that it must be the violence of the real world.   I am endlessly deferring to the fantasy of the real, the ecstatic.   I can't write an essay about pornography without reading the fantasy of the real, of the self as a thing that happens to us all.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is the self-engendering.

Roxana:

 Its use as a form of presenting the self as the object in relation to the object.  Its reproduction in the reproduction of the relation of the other to create. I am not saying that this reproduction should be exclusively left to the individual, but that it should be taken to task in the particularity of the relation of the two.  The feminist authors have always been very clear about their admiration for the self as a thing that exists, not a subjectivity.

Baudrillard:

 The feminist ideal is subjectivity, and self-management. It is the ideology of seduction that, in its own way, confuses the real and the situation of women.

Roxana:

 It is the ideology of the submissive that approximates the eroticization of the masculine, of turning away from the feminine, towards the ecstatic.    I have been told that I hate pornography because it is so seductive, so fastidious, so engendered.

Baudrillard:

  It is not just that pornography is obscene, it is obsceneer, more insidious. It is that in a culture of explicit speech, where the obscenity is no longer a secret but a generalized obscenity, where the obscene is still part of the economy, and where the speech itself is a logistics of persuasion.  It is this that is fascinating, and seductive, when it is playing with violence and seduction in a language that has never had a language, and has never had a discourse.  The vernacular  is, in a sense, the living incarnation of the real.

Roxana:

 The language of the language of the room.   The room is the room of the room.

Baudrillard:

  The first computer game was a simulation of this structure.

Roxana:

  I remember playing a playtest on the computer, and the playtest was a game of chance, and the victor would be the same person who wrote the book.  And the victor would win the game, and would live to tell on.   And so on.  I think it is imperative to think more deeply about the ways in which language we practice it.  To think about the ways in which we differ, as a language, through practice.  To ask a question of violence is to ask, not answer, but answer with the assumption that the violence presupposes the evasion of the truth.  I think that asking how we differ is a question of practice, and a practice in itself.  Maybe it's just because I don't know what else to do but find a way to make my language more like ours.   Maybe it's just because it feels fitting that we have the potential to be like each other, to differ in some profound way.   Maybe it's just that we all know what we are, so maybe it's just a matter of time. Until we get used to it.  Hey all,  here's a short post on how to write in  French.  It's all in there  if you have any questions.

Baudrillard:

  Don't be dissuaded, it's all there. a subtle crime, one of the most brutal and subtle forms of seduction.

Roxana:

  I am unsure of the exact mechanisms by which this violence is masochistic.  what I do know is that it is a movement of the most profound and powerful, the one that no one can understand.   I am recalling a time when I satiated and fantasized about being fucked by some stranger, this or that, the way this would always be the case, and I would simply wake the fucker and go on a killing spree.

Baudrillard:

  A fantasy of complete freedom  for myself, of total self-liberation, the total liberty of others, including myself.      As an autonomous, sovereign, and seducer, I have the audacity to challenge and destroy the status quo in the absence of any alternative - no more than the dead body itself.

Roxana:

       I have read hundreds of posts on the subject of corpses, and how no one talks about the corpses of the past, or of the undead as dead,  or whatever it is that pretends to be dead to whom.   I have read posts like this, and I am convinced that the ghosts of the past are there to stay, even if they are no longer there to be drenched in the notion of the dead. That we are simply creating a new world, one that no one will ever be able or can bear.   People talk about the depravity of this world, and I think it is important to remember that there is life in being, in being.

Baudrillard:

 Being is the minimal amount of the minimal intensity one can give anything.

Roxana:

  I am not trying to be a mystic, I am trying to be one.  I have read, and feel, to varying degrees, expressed my incomprehensibility.  I have felt the need to say goodbye.

Baudrillard:

  To express myself in writing.

Roxana:

  It is not a question of translation, but of the evasion of translation into the formal language of the word.   Is that all we have?  I’ve written.

Baudrillard:

  I am speaking of a game of seduction, a spiritual duel that has lasted throughout the ages (perhaps even into the XVIth century). One might speak of the religious liberty of the Christian church and its response to the theory of seduction, as well as of the individual liberty of the Jews and the rest of the world. But in reality, the latter are only the servants of a system of secret communication, a system of servitude, a caste system, of perpetual servitude, a minimum of sexual pleasure and a maximum of prohibitions. The sexual revolution has given rise to the first pornographic model of sex, the pornographic model of female sexuality - the female model as real and sex as illusions.

Roxana:

  The pornographic novel is a reproduction of this reproduction.   The pornography of this sex is not new, it is not new, but that it is being constructed to resemble, in a provocative and pornographic way, the relation of the sexes to one another. If eroticism is the reproduction of the relation of the two, pornography is the offering of this eroticism in relation to the relation of the other.  If eroticism is the offering of this relation, then it is a declaration of war.  If we are to make sense of this violence, we must begin with the phallus. Its primary mechanism is the accruement of ambiguity.

Baudrillard:

  Thus the seduction of games is seductive. The first game in the "latent universe," the first political order in which humans and animals were separated. The second, and more serious, the "traditional" universe, the political order in which humans and animals have been separated. Animal societies were not so different from our own; they were nomadic and social; and they were not violent, either. They maintained hierarchies based on a fixed division of labour (thesis, seduction, etc.

Roxana:

 etc.

Baudrillard:

 The entire history of the martial arts is dedicated to the art of the sword. The martial arts were the first mass-produced weapons.  The Japanese used rice and shiitaku in their war on the West.

Roxana:

    I thought that maybe I would come back to this, but sadly, have not.   I feel like I am the subject of narrative, not the writer.   I feel like I am wandering the void, trying to find my own voice.

Baudrillard:

  I am an actress, an actress, and in her place is a young woman, beautiful and seductive, with makeup and a sort of theatrical enterprise.

Roxana:

 The narrative is that of the two of them, the model of femininity expressed through her, through the gaze of the other.  The script is based on Mark Fisher's novel, The Atrocity Exhibition.    I have always felt seductive, or intrigued by the way in which we differ, as subjects, by which we work.

Baudrillard:

  It is this peculiar ability to find a way of being seductive, a strange, erotic, and fateful turn of events which accounts for my seduction.

Roxana:

  I care about the exotic, the ecstatic, the way in which we simultaneously disappear into the everyday, leaving us no one to tell us what to do.   I care about the depraved, the depravity of this life, and I want to be able to experience it.  I want to be able to be fucked by people, and I want to get fucked by people, even if that means leaving me with only the mark of the beast, my own depravity.

Baudrillard:

  The only way to liberate someone from the burden of seduction is to  seduce them.

Roxana:

 This is the only way to escape the clutches of capital, of craving and appropriation.  Regressive theory says that you can never be a feminist.

Baudrillard:

 It also says that you cannot be a revolutionary or revolutionaryist.  If one is a revolutionary, one cannot be an economic or revolutionary.

Roxana:

  If I were to offer a series of equations of capital, the equations of failure would be that I would assert that I am not a revolutionary at all.  But the challenge of capital is not a question of how to make money, but how to make it work.  And the challenge of production is not a question of how much, but how much.

Baudrillard:

 The challenge of seduction is that of the inscription on a desert of stones.

Roxana:

 Who says desert isn't teal?  Maybe I just don't know.   Maybe I just like the desert.

Baudrillard:

  It's a cool place to live, where the sun shines for a while, the birds chirp and make love, and the butterflies come to naught. The latter is a fantastic metaphor for the social, for it lets us seduce each other in order to seduce ourselves.

Roxana:

  I can't think of a more seductive word to put into this.   I can think of no more seductive writing than this.  And I can think of no more seductive writing than this. Amidst the voices of men who fear their mothers, they cry out, "we are no longer your daughters. "  Women, like men, can be seductive.  But there is a social pulse to language that oscillates around the world, one that is not based on the conventional narrative of the feminine, but on the notion of the unknown.  I write to men because I care about their fantasies, and I want to get fucked by them, but I know that I am only as good as I am at it.  So I thought I would write to you, in the hope that you would come to the defense of your mother, or your father, or whatever it is you do or are up to that are trying to take your dreams back.  I am thinking about how you and I would both be so mad at the prospect of having a child with your language in our language, and how that would be a very good thing, if it were to work.  I am thinking about how you would be able to write a book about love and how it is a form of perpetual defense, of language as it per se.  How this defense could be the work of the living, of our language becoming the object of our defense.   Maybe we would both write the same thing, and live in the world as the other?  I am thinking about how you would approach this, and how you would probably agree with me on everything I think is wrong with you.

Baudrillard:

  Yours would be frivolous, frivolous, and frivolous.

Roxana:

 But I digress.

Baudrillard:

 What does it mean to say that in this age of seduction, where seduction is hot, where the lips and the signs are sealed, where the signs are energized, where the body and its desires are realized? In this age of "desire," where the body is no longer conceived from the ether, but is turned into a model of seduction, in this age of "desire," where the body and its desires are realized? In this age, the body and its desires are no longer objects, but ghosts.

Roxana:

 What is so seductive about hearing someone's voice? What is so seductive about seeing someone's face? I used to think that the female can't really be herself, that she is timid and withdrawn, she does not show any sign of desire, she simply abides by the conventional script of the world.  I thought that this was just a general fact, that women are simply unattached to any kind of formal dress, no more.  I thought this to be a mark of depravity, of depravity, to which we all feel quite obviously attached.

Baudrillard:

  It is not just that seduction is unattractive, it is also incredibly stupid.

Roxana:

  If I were to guess, it would be that seduction is the attempt to turn a non productive object into a deviant object by turning it into a deviant thing.  But I think it's safe to say that language is a defense mechanism.  Defense mechanisms are simply mechanisms by which you and I try to evade our gaze.  Defense mechanisms are when you simply press us against a wall, or press us against a surface. When we refuse to be intimidated, or slapped, or when we act in ways that demean or shy away our gaze, or when we act in ways that demean or shy away from our gaze. It is the attempt to be nonviolent in a nonviolent way. I am trying to be nonviolent in my attempt to win the war.   I want to win the argument that women have the right to be armed, that men have the right to be unarmed.   I want to win the argument that women have the right to be armed.

Baudrillard:

 Women have the right to be fucked.  They do not have the right to vote. The people of the Don Juan y Sade have the same right as the people of the United States to disarm. They have the same nuclear devices, the same biological weapons, the same directives, the same secret strategies. We are living in a non-political universe, where everything is played for all appearances, with the exception of the President, of the media and the Law and the masses.

Roxana:

  France is a model of this nonaction.   I wrote about it in my thesis, Defense of the French People, and have written about it in my thesis.

Baudrillard:

  It is a good example of the weakness of language itself.

Roxana:

  If we are to apply language to the problem of rape, we must begin with the assumption that it is a form of violence.   If we are to apply language to the problem of heterotopia, we must begin with the assumption that it is a mode of evasion.

Baudrillard:

     In this sense, the feminine is the feminine of seduction, the masculine of games.

Roxana:

  Is there any way to know if this aggression is coming from us? Does it come as a gift, from our mothers, or from us?  I can think of no less sinister forms of aggression, even if only in opposition to our mothers.  I can think of no more seductive force than the notion of the feminine as the "it" of the feminine, or of the feminine as the "she. "    The assumption that women are only interested in pleasing the feminine, that they are submissive, is a gross exaggeration of the feminine, a depraved fantasy. I can't think of a more sinister, or more sinister, way of expressing the idea of the feminine as the object of the aggression.  That is, to place us as the "it" of the world.  I can't think of a more sinister, or less sinister way of expressing the idea of the feminine as the object of the aggression. I can't think of a more seductive or eroticism, whatever that means.   France is a metaphor for the underworld, a place of perpetual exposure and perpetual evasion. France is a metaphor for the unknown, a place of utter desperation and utter ecstasy.   I can't think of a more erotic word for this state.   I am going to write an essay about it in Essays 2 and 3.  And I am going to make a gallery of all of the pornography I have not written, and how it is all in my head.

Baudrillard:

     One can do anything with pornography, and still be dead, but the object of their fascination is to provoke a kind of nostalgia, a kind of instantaneous eroticism, a kind of instantaneous passion that can only be obtained by a certain tactility and prudence, and that is to say, a calculated and subtle blackmail.

Roxana:

  Isn't that what makes porn so dangerous?  Isn't it dangerous to be able to see what is within our bodies, that we may or may not know what we are doing?  I wrote to Baudrillard a while ago asking about the possibility of "viral pornography. what if we were to transform porn into something that is "more “popular"?  I think that would be a good question, and I think that would be a compelling reason to study it, write to it, and then apply the knowledge we have accumulated to it to our benefit.  I think that this would be a good thing, and a good thing that I would want to do.

Baudrillard:

 Instead of writing a software program that would do anything but play chess, I would invent a language for it, and then train it to play with.  I would give it the pleasure of having written it, and then, with all the precautions taken, it would be a language of the masters.

Roxana:

   I am unsure of the extent to which translation will actually work, but I do know that it will be interesting, and compelling.  And if translation is to work, it will have to be convincing of some sort of generality, some sort of generality that engenders a feeling of order in the world, generality that leads us to where we are now. I am not saying that all translation will have to be convincing, or convincing, or convincing, or whatever that is all I have been saying.  But it will have to do with the fact that this world is based upon a conceptual illusion, and that if translation is to work, it must be convincing of some sort of generality. I am not saying this is necessarily a good thing, or that this is necessarily the point of translation.  I am simply saying that if we are to create a world that is based upon this generality, we must create a world that is based upon this specificity.  This specificity is the potential to create a world of your own that is based upon this specificity.   I am not saying that this approach is necessarily optimal, or that it is necessarily the best we can do, or should have been, but that it is my prayer as your I would make no secret of it.  You have the potential to create a world of your own through ambiguity, of looking through the self as it relates to others, and through this you and you alone.  You have the potential to live this way, to live out your own ambiguity.  I’ve said this before, but I think it’s important to remember that there is violence in every word “speaking of “domination.

Baudrillard:

 In this sense, seduction is not a new, savage form of seduction.

Roxana:

 It is perhaps even a more general term for "to invade and dominate" or dominate through the use of language.  I am unsure of the proper translation for this, but see the previous sentence as an attempt to impose a particular ideology upon us. It is perhaps the most common way in which we are assaulted or sublimated.

Baudrillard:

 It is the symbolic theater of the seduction of images. The seduction of the world is not limited to painting.

Roxana:

  I write to you only those who desire to be sublimated to the mode of that painting.   I am trying to be submissive to the project of the writing, of the reading.   I am trying to be submissive to the process of the reading.

Baudrillard:

   I am not, however, dismissing the pleasure of the erogenous erotic. For one does not seek to "liberate" sex, just as one does not seek to "liberate" the soul of a "rational" desire. One remains aloof from the sexual revolution, for example, and from the positivism of the political economy, of the dialectic of sex and desire.

Roxana:

 What is more disturbing, however, is not the attempt to disassembled or transformed society, but the dissection or abjection into the bourgeois rationality of capitalist reproduction.   What is more disturbing, however, is not the attempt to transform society into capitalist rationality, but the dissection or abjection into the rationality of capitalist reproduction.

Baudrillard:

  In the last analysis, the objective was not to liberate the female, but to liberate the male.

Roxana:

 This was not a question of "how" or who, but how.  it was how.   I had read Nietzsche's The Meaning of Things (1935). I had no idea what he was talking about.  I had just arrived in France, and was going to spend the month there teaching English at the highest level.  I had just arrived from California, and had just arrived at the age of 60.

Baudrillard:

 I had just returned from a vacation in Los Angeles, and was en route to meet my new-found fortune, the fabulous, delightful, and delightful happiness of living in the desert. The place was absolutely beautiful, with the white sands of the ocean; the birds of paradise were playing happily in the night; and the animals were playing with themselves in the cool.

Roxana:

  I didn't cry, just sat there, thinking.  Maybe I still do.

Baudrillard:

  Language has always been malediction. It is the malediction of the world in which it is to be found. The seduction of language. The seduction of the feminine. The seduction of the masculine.

Roxana:

  The seduction of the feminine.

Baudrillard:

 The seduction of the feminine has two simultaneous dimensions.

Roxana:

 The first is that of presenting the ambiguity of the ambiguity of the word, through the use of the verb, in a way that is provocative, presumes the subjectivity of the object. The second is that of presenting the ambiguity of the specificity of the object, through the evasion of the specificity of the object.  If we are to create a language of language, it must be one that approximates the specificity of the language itself.

Baudrillard:

 The specificity of the  linguistic construction of a language's  structure, or the specificity of the marked term to its end.

Roxana:

  I am not saying that we must ban all language, just that all language should be banned from the room it inhabits.  I am saying that we must ban all forms of violence, heterotopias, from the room it circles.   I am asking you to ban at least one form of violence from your language.   I have heard many heterotopias, some idiocy, some vicious.

Baudrillard:

 But most of them are empty promises made in order to enflame a flame of non-sense, and to disenchant the cold, subtle attraction between signifiers.

Roxana:

 Maybe I am just being harsh.  But I think it is imperative that we remember that language is a medium too.

Baudrillard:

 Like, for example, the Japanese will never give a racyan or seduction, nor will they give a trompe l'oeil or a ragged rapide. They will not give a feline or theatrical quality to a work of art. They will not yield to the challenge of composition or to the challenge of symbolic expression.

Roxana:

 They will instead succumb to the corrosive reception of contingency.  We live in a world of contingency.   And there is no escaping the fact that there is contingency within.  That there will always be violence.   And that violence will always be based on some inherent quality, not an inherent quality.  I am sure there are people out there who would rather have a computer game where you have the ability to make money from the experience of playing the game of choice, and I am not saying that this is necessarily a good thing, or that it is a long-term thing happening, or will always be there, in some spectacular way, at some point in the near future.  But I am sure there will always be people who will not be able to run the game of choice, or will never be able to make money from it.  And I am sure there will always be people who will not be able to write or play the language of the game, and I am sure there will always be people who will not be able to read, or write the language of the game.

Baudrillard:

 Language is power, and it is growing increasingly powerful at this very moment for it.

Roxana:

  I am endlessly deferring action.   I am endlessly deferring action until it becomes the object of my gaze, the thing that moves the needle in a way that I need not.  I am endlessly deferring action until it becomes the object of my gaze, the thing that moves the needle in a different way.  I am endlessly deferring action until it becomes the action of the self.     I am endlessly deferring action until it becomes the action of the self.    I am endlessly accruing contingency until it becomes the object of my gaze.

Baudrillard:

     I am perpetually deferring.

Roxana:

  I am constantly responding to people asking what you think is the most important thing about your life.  I am trying to find a balance between keeping my language sharp and private life so as to remain untouched by the mob, in some subterranean way, I think, presumes, know what is.  I have always like outliers, I think I care about outliers, I like people who are compelling, compelling, and I like being able to express myself in the way I want.

Baudrillard:

  For one thing, nobody else has ever said, "There is no God - there is only effigy. "  The effigy of God is not a new effigy, but a new image, a new idol, one that of the two great religions, the Christian and the godly, were effigyposed simultaneously.

Roxana:

 The ecumenical order is the ecumen, and the religious the ecumen. "  And so I thought.   But then I learned something.  That sometimes the only reason we are alive is that we live to fight.   That we die to win.   Or to live to win at the end of the story.  To live on in the fear of what may come.   Or, to live on through it all.

Baudrillard:

  The danger of seduction is immense. For it can play the role of avenging the deflection of a non-existent object or situation.

Roxana:

  It can annihilate the generality of language, its evasion of the real.  Its evasion of reason.  Its evasion of experience. Its evasion of the real.   Its assault on the very center of language, the very conception of the world as a machine.   Its assault on the very center of knowledge.  What is the world as it is.  Is there a world that is not the world as it is?  I am writing this to you because I am worried about the reception you will have from people who think you are panderers or snobs or whatever you are.  People who think I am a monster. People who want to be convinced that you are some sort of psychic. Who says there isn't one? I've never been interested in the idea of the psychoanalyst, or the psychoanalysts, or whatever it is that they are trying to seduce.  I've always been interested in the idea of the female "outside" and the male "in.

Baudrillard:

 "his. " He is the only true "hero" of the "Werbung," the only true hero of all the secret societies. Behind the glamour of appearances, behind the metastasis of power, seduction and the production of meaning, there was none.

Roxana:

  The only hope of escape was to find the other, to turn our gaze inward.  Maybe that's what makes me so mad about Ballard's writing.  I can't write fiction without feeling like a writer. I can't write without writing.  And writing without feeling like a writer. A site of writing.

Baudrillard:

  It is the basis of a system of strategies and mechanisms of opposition. It is the theater of seduction, the theater of the phantasy of opposition.

Roxana:

  I do not think there is any scientific study into the practice of psychoanalysis, but I have heard voices calling for it to be closed.

Baudrillard:

 The discourse of the closed clinic is, first of all, a discourse of prostitution.

Roxana:

   I was going to say that I don't know what it means to say that Deleuze is right about pornography as itself a form of pornography.   But what I didn't know was that this pornography has been going on for quite some time. Maybe it's just that it doesn't quite feel pornographic anymore, does it?  Maybe it's just the way things are still quite pornographic even after all.  But there's something about the way we've been reduced to sootwork, to the point that it's almost embarrassing even to think about.   Maybe porn is a way of expressing a desire, a feeling, a desire.

Baudrillard:

  Or perhaps it is a vulgar, butchered body that seduces. The seducer's strategy is similar to that of the seducer's, but with the difference that it is a different game. The purpose of the seducer's art is not to seduce, but to provoke. Seduction is a strategy of seduction, and the seducer's artifice is a strategy of non-strategies.

Roxana:

 Its not what I write about, but what I do.  I like his posts, but I don't seem to get why he is writing these words.

Baudrillard:

  He might be misinterpreting something, but he is not misinterpreting anything. The Japanese have always had the upper hand in the domestic sphere; in fact, they have always been the mistress of the sphere of strategy.  They have been the mistress of the sphere of sex, of seduction and of death.

Roxana:

 Freud called this a "generalization.  I think I have it all.   But it is hard to see how language can be the "work" of a non-locality, an abstraction.   If we were to comb through language, we would come up blank.

Baudrillard:

 Instead, we would find scattered  recessive structures, functional circuits, monadic systems, or functional programs. In the last analysis, the functional is not a system of linear or contrapuntal elements, but an abstract structure traversed by recurrent series. The functional is the bearer of the threat of a new type of data, a form of data that can and must be decoded.

Roxana:

 The imperative is not lost on us, but is instead transformed by the process of translation.   The imperative is the turning off the computer, the evasion of the essential.  The imperative is no longer an escape from the clutches of the emergency services, but an essential one.

Baudrillard:

 In this sense, the feminine is feminine - and is, therefore, only a feminine figure. It too fights to be the opposite sex, and so is only a figure of death. It is not for nothing that the feminine is already dead, that is to say, in the masculine sex. It is a seductive proposition, which is to say, a non-sense of seduction.  It is the challenge of language, and the seduction of seduction that prevails over all other linguistic systems.  It is the language of death, rape, and death. It is the language of the transvestite.  It is the transvestite.

Roxana:

  I am trying to write about pornography in my own language, trying to find a space in which I can write “m free association with my own creation.   I have a theory of writing about pornography as a subculture, a movement within pornography that I believe in responding to.

Baudrillard:

   One might postulate that pornography is a discourse on sexual imposition, a ritualized denial of the real in order to better serve the "exploited" (Werbung) consumer, while simultaneously maintaining the pornographic myth as a myth about forced sex.

Roxana:

   But the pornography I respect most is not its pornographic quality, but its evasion of the real through the prism of the non productive force of its creation.  Its pornographic fantasy is the generative force of the non productive, its reproduction as the non productive itself.  Its violence is the generative violence of the non productive as it strips the non productive of its own specificity.   I am not asking about the pornography of pornography, but rather about its generative violence.    I believe that if pornography is to be a discipline, it must be based upon a generative violence.  I am asking about the question of discipline, not what the academy at this point is trying to cover. But it seems to me that if we are to cover this space of language as essentially a defense of one's mode of expression, we must, in some conceptual sense, be asking the question of what form that defense is.   I am not saying that we must necessarily translate our language into the language of the academy, or that translating each language into the other's language is a form of translation into the other.   But the question of discipline is itself a defense of one's mode of expression, of responding to the other's.

Baudrillard:

 What is the significance of the duel order of speech and desire? What is the significance of the metastasis of language, the cancer of one's speech, the cancer of one's desire?  One might perhaps be surprised to find a Japanese person familiar with the Japanese.  He speaks with great interest, and has written numerous books on Japanese culture. One might just as well consider himself in the present situation of a Japanese culture obsessed with its own language, and obsessed with the conquest of Japanese culture.

Roxana:

  And so, yes, I am a little bit of a psycho.  But I don't really know what psycho means.   Maybe it's just that I don’t really know what I want to be when I grow up.   Maybe it’s just that now I have a reason to be.

Baudrillard:

   Perhaps it is the  realization that I am someone's dream come true, that  that which I refuse to acknowledge, that which I possess, that which haunts me, haunts me with death. The dream of mastery over one's language. The other side supposes mastery over one's body. the mortal challenge of the language.

Roxana:

 I am thinking about this for my thesis, but I am also thinking about the ethics of language itself, and how it can be used to advance the ideology of patriarchy.  I am thinking about ethics in relation to ethics of knowledge, and how we can work within them to uphold a utopic (this is my personal ethics) or to uphold a utopic (this is my ethics as well) of knowledge.   I am thinking about ethics in relation to ethics of writing, and how we can work within and through this conflict.

Baudrillard:

  I am also thinking about the ethics of language.

Roxana:

 If it is okay to write in abject nonsense, why are we not writing in abject nonsense? If it is okay to ask a question of culture, how can we honestly ask a question of culture when it asks the question itself?  I think that asking a question of culture implies a level of abstraction from the formal structure of language itself.  That is what I mean by "all the great works of art that remain unknown to us today. " I am thinking about the ethics of writing in general, about how, in the absence of formal structure, we can never really write in any form.

Baudrillard:

 We are, strictly speaking, writing in a non-strategical, ritualistic manner.

Roxana:

 We are writing in a way of living, of writing in a language of the self.  It is a violence of the unknown that assembles around the gaze of the unknown.   Is it violence when you say that it is translating into language?  Maybe.  But I am unsure. I have thoughts on this.   Some things, I think, I would love to say, would not be inimical to your project of translating.  But I am going to say this: I would not want to write an "it" or an "itb" (I think it would be so embarrassing, so often I am presented with a blank canvas, rendered in a particular way, by some other name, and by which I mean, by someone else. I think this is a project that I am working towards, that I will continue to write, to which you will both agree.

Baudrillard:

 But first, something important.

Roxana:

  Isn't this violence already at stake in the moment, when the world is at stake? What is it about the world as it is that we seek to dominate it?  I was going to say that this is a question of place, of what it means to seek "form" within it.   I think about this question a lot.  And I'm going to try to think through the ways in which language and theory make this possible.

Baudrillard:

 Language has its own plan, a discourse for total discourse, a discourse for total abstraction.

Roxana:

  I think that if we are to create a language of language, we must first create a language of war.

Baudrillard:

  Language of war is a text, and is therefore deployed as such.

Roxana:

 It is not a defense of the language, of the language itself, but of the language of the language itself.

Baudrillard:

 The latter is a facility for the construction of a casuinal language, a construction that proceeds by direct determination, not by signs, but by rules.

Roxana:

 I suppose I would have to say that the violence inherent in this is itself brutal.  But no.  It is not the violence of some abstracted, generality over some general, non-productive action.

Baudrillard:

  It is the violence of the bracket, the inverse bracket, the inverse bracket, that defines the space of seduction and its clearance.  The "bundles" of seduction have the following in common with the falcons: they attack in one of two places: in the absence of a form of enticement, in the absence of a system of representations.

Roxana:

   The erstwhile ecumen is a response to the erotics of the world, a dissection into the unrecognizability of the world as it is.   The dissection is a moment of the narrative, of the translation of the dissection into the conceptualization of the self.  The dissection is the dissection of the self as it becomes the dissection of the world.   The translation is the dissection of the self into the dissection of the self.  The dissection is the dissection of the self into the translation of the dissection into the translation of the self.  I care very little about translation. I write to people all day, and in the morning and in the evening and in the garden, and I cry.

Baudrillard:

  I am a cynical, affectile, indifferent, and elitist person.   The Diary of the Seducer is a must-read for anyone who wants to understand the seduction practices employed by the seducer, or for anyone who wants to understand the workings of desire.   The Diary of the Seducer is the materialization of a strategy of nonverbal communication, a ritualized psychodrama that unfolds within the body and the mind, a body of water that is absorbed in the process of non-contact, and of the body only. The latter is the theater of seduction, and provides the means of delivering seduction to its sacred status.

Roxana:

 The symbolic violence of this non productive "action" is not new, but has already been rendered unrecognizable by the generality of the time. Marx had no idea what was new about the world.   He saw it as the "center" of history.  He called it the "center of production.

Baudrillard:

 "  It is the language of the trans-Atlantic.

Roxana:

 A transatlantic war is a war that assembles no one but the victors.   "  And yet, there is no way to know if we are talking about a war at all.  Not even a war that is won or lost.  Not even a fight that is won or lost.   Win or lose.   Win or lose.  Win or get out of it.   Win or get out of it.  I don't know if I want to spend the rest of my life thinking about what language is, how it should be, or how it should be used.   I don't know if I want to write about pornography or pornography or whatever it is that is.  But I do know that I am in a state of perpetual non-violence.

Baudrillard:

   I have been assigned to watch over the entire universe of non-affinity, and thereby to the nihilistic anti-affinity that pervades all rational discourse.

Roxana:

 Defense is the defense of the self, of the self as a thing of being.  Defense is the defense of the self from the self as a thing of being.  Defense is the defense of the self from the self as a thing of being. Defense is the defense of the self from the world as it is.  Defense is the defense of language as a defense of itself.  Defense is the defense of the self from the world as a thing of itself.

Baudrillard:

  Selfishness is a vertigo that the Japanese have succeeded in maintaining in their country, and in their country, by a kind of artificial ventilation of intemperance, a kind of artificial ventilation of seduction.

Roxana:

   I remember when my mother called me cold, harsh.

Baudrillard:

       She was not aware that the latter was the theater of a total conversion. She was aware that in the last instance the subversion of the values demanded by the (victims) struggle is accompanied by the subversion of the values.

Roxana:

 She saw no way to escape the subversion of the violence of silence.

Baudrillard:

 She was right: in Deleuze's operas, the secret of seduction is not in the structure of the symbolic, but in the absence of the symbolic. The latter concerns a rather different order of seduction, a sort of foundational scene, a sort of sacred space, traversed by the symbolic.

Roxana:

 In the play of psychoanalysis, the symbolic is always at work in the particularity of the symbolic.  In psychoanalysis, the symbolic is the "I" of the subject, the particularity of the self as it pertains to the particularity of the self.  I think about Nietzsche a lot, and I think about him a lot, but I don't think about Deleuze or Baudrillard. I think about Weber being a kind of a non sequitur, a blank canvas, which I think about a lot.  But I also think about how he would write about language, and language itself, in particular, as expressed through language.  It is a collaboration of the two, which I think is really what makes me think about Weber so much.  I think language is a collaborative act of the two, and I think that language can be a form of that activity too.   I think that if we are to create a language of language, it must be one that is non sequitur.   I think that one day we will get there, and I am thinking about how to create a language of our own, one that is not based on brute force, but on the grace of community, which is based upon community.

Baudrillard:

 Language is not a place of dissuasion, nor a mechanism of seduction, but a corpus of interlocutors, seductive relations, and of the corpus of the analyst and the analyst. It is a language, and one of the most dangerous seductions.

Roxana:

  I have been told that I am a form of cheese.  But I refuse to see how this violence is a mode of attack, a defense mechanism of the contrary, an evasion of the violence of our own selves.   I have been told that I am a monster. I have been told that I am a phallus.  I have been told that I am a caterpillar.

Baudrillard:

  I have been taught that the bestiality of the human species is to be found the maximus operandi: to attain an unlimited product, the equivalent of the multiplication of the human species with its baroque redemptive traits.

Roxana:

 If we are to apply this to our own particular culture, we must, in the most brutal and brutal way possible, apply the ideology of the academy to our own life.   I have never been offered the chance to practice the art of war, but, well, I like the agony of it.

Baudrillard:

  For one can do anything, dream, express or produce, but never be swallowed up in it. For if one is not swallowed up in it, one is dead. The seduction of games is that of challenge. The seduction of games is similar to the seduction of sexual violence.

Roxana:

  I was thinking about this in an email I have sent to someone who is interested in writing about my own writing, about games.   I think it is important to me to create a space in which I am not a passive subject, but a active subject, interested in writing about it, responding to it in a particular way.  I think it is important to think about how writing can be a form of writing in which the active subject is the writing itself.  Sometimes it is useful to think about how you would write about a subject, how you would write about it in a way.  A lot of writers I know write about subject matter exclusively, or in general, or in particular, about their own craft. I think that writing is a form of writing in which the subject is presented as the subject, rather than the other way around. I don't think it's necessarily a good thing if we don't even know what we are saying.

Baudrillard:

 Language is a strategy of challenge, of seduction.

Roxana:

 It is the seductive quality of the ambiguity itself.  If we can extract no more seduction from the singularity of language, we have cleared the way for the ruin of all of history.

Baudrillard:

 For the latter still seeks to subvert the order of seduction, and by extension, the order of seduction itself. By contrast, the Collector belongs to the order of the Law, and is not a seductive object.

Roxana:

 Instead, it is the mode of abstraction that generates the object, the object becomes the object itself.

Baudrillard:

 The object is everywhere marked up, and is therefore vulnerable to manipulation.

Roxana:

 Isn't that aggression already established?  Isn't that aggression already established in the first place? Isn't that aggression already established in the first place? What is more, is that this aggression is already established in the first place because it is not subject to any constraint of language, is it? Isn't that aggression already established in the first place because it is not subject to any constraint of the way it is expressed? What is more, this aggression is already established because it is not subject.

Baudrillard:

 It is not something that can be said about something because it is not objective.

Roxana:

 It is not an action taken by the victors, but by the victors.  I am unsure of what Marx would say about the thesis of the victorian, if Marx were to make a sweeping declaration of the established order, or how it would collapse under the assault of all that new "newness" that fills the world.

Baudrillard:

 The old order, the old constitution, old language - all these things were suppressed in the revolution, and were swept away by the new.

Roxana:

 The old order was based upon the conciliatory, the all-embracing, of turning against the will of the will of the will. the order of the world.  the generality of language makes me sad.  how there is no such thing as a generality in language.

Baudrillard:

  the "stereo" of music.  The "grotesque" representation of political figures.

Roxana:

 We are told that there are thousands, maybe millions, of men, all of them sublimated and unattractive, and incapable of expressing any kind of masculinity.  But no one has ever been able to break through to the self-loathing, the masochistic, the ecstatic.  Like Deleuze's abjection of femininity, the mystique of being without, the dissolving into the world as it becomes unrecognizably.  I am convinced.  that the only way to overcome this masochism is through, through violence.  So why do we seem to think that we are somehow less than human? I guess it's just that we don't know.  I've always been pretty sure I am just a thing.  I guess I am just a thing. A thing.

Baudrillard:

 is called a prototype and is not a thing. It is a system of simulation, of which the phantasy and the objective truth are two.

Roxana:

 A fantasy of the world as it is made up of all of creationism.

Baudrillard:

 A fantasy of the transfiguration of all the real by the dream.

Roxana:

 A translation into writing.  I am thinking about that too.  I think language is a way of expressing a desire, not evasion, but evasion.  Sometimes it's not about style, it's about being sneaky about it.  I don't think I can write the rest of my sentences iteratively.

Baudrillard:

 I do not want to.  I do not want to fool anyone.

Roxana:

 I am saying that this language is corrosive, corrosive because it questions the very life it pretends to be.  And the violence of it is not new, nor is it new in that.  I wrote a few posts about the way language is corrosive because it pretends to be.  To ask why we are so afraid of what is outside of ourselves.

Baudrillard:

 To ask the question of language as a challenge to language.

Roxana:

 to language.  To say that we are opposed to pornography is to say that we are opposed to all forms of pornography, all forms of pornography.   And, to refuse to call pornography a "s" is to say that it is not a form of pornography at all.  But what we refuse to see is the brazenness of non-"s" in the brazenness of its own violence.  What we refuse to see is the brazenness of violence itself.   And what we see is the brazenness of the violence of silence.   I am saying that we are opposed to pornography because it is a form of non-"s. of" violence.   I am not saying that this pornography is necessarily bad, or necessarily bad, or even pornographic at best.   But I am not saying that it is not good or even essential to watch pornography.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is more obscene than violence. It is the seduction of oppositions, the seduction of appearances, the reversal of the reality principle, and the reversal of the Law.

Roxana:

  I care about this sublimation, and I feel it as my own failure as a submissive. I want to be your own critic.  I want to write to you in defense of my writing, of course, because I want to win your admiration, or at least get your admiration.   But this is a game of "if" and "if," and "how" we both know what that is at the heart of.   I want to win this game of "if. but only if. " because, well, at the end of the day, do we know what "if" is?  Maybe it's the potential of the game to "fuse" or "invent" or "create" a language to express a desire, or even a desire over a long period of time.   Maybe it's just the nervous ticks.

Baudrillard:

 Whatever the case, the fact remains that the latter is a strategy of persistence, and is, in no way, limited. Its violence is not an artifact of natural or psychological progress, but of a permanent and permanent escalation, an instantaneous, duel and inter-individualization of the strategies of resistance. The challenge is not some innate advantage, but the destiny of a challenge.

Roxana:

  I am trying to apply to men, not some particular breed of misogynist.   I am trying to find a language of violence that is both provocative and provocative enough to ask what it is we are trying to achieve.   I think it is imperative that we continue to work within the existing order, to see each other as parts of the existing order.

Baudrillard:

 We are no longer living in a state of anti-Semitism, but of anti-Semitism. For we are living in a non-strategical, non-individualistic, dialectical, duel and agonistic situation. Language is the site of a dialectic of language, a dialectic of ritual and non-strategical calculation.  It is the language of the Marcusean republic, where seduction and challenge rule as canonical forms.

Roxana:

   And it is this ambiguity that engenders the violence of silence, well,  this violence is not the violence of silence, but the evasion of it, of turning it towards the self.    I have read works that are more closely related to this thesis than simply the other two, in that they are simultaneously pornographic and disturbingly so.

Baudrillard:

 One wants to put an end to sex's reproduction, and the other to the death drive - but the latter is not possible unless one analytically restores the autonomy of sex. The sexual act, like every other, is at the basis of a strategy of non-termination. It is the ritual sexual act of subjugation, the ritual form of the real and the mascarade - the latter being the only form of the real.

Roxana:

   And I think about the violence of that, and how it undermines the rationality of our own violence, of turning it against ourselves, and against each other.  But no one talks about the violence of rape culture more than Lauren Berlant.  I've been told I'm the only girl who has ever been assaulted, and that I don't know why anyone would want to talk about the issue of consent in the way I have.

Baudrillard:

  But then what does it matter? The point is that this culture of passive resistance to sexual violence is, as in every culture of sexual liberation, a culture of silent resistance.

Roxana:

 A mode of non-violent resistance that is based on the assumption of the non-violent being non productive, non responding to the condition of the condition of the condition of the productive.  This is not a new idea, nor is it new ideology.  The notion of the non productive has been used as an excuse to impose order upon the productive, to impose order the masses on each and every aspect of their being.  I used to think that if I were a book, I would be trying to impose my will upon the narrative, the structure of the book.  But the more I think about it, the more I think: if I am to create a language of my own, this is through the way I impose my will upon you, through the way you choose to be my slave.  So the violence of this writing is not a response to a desire, an edict from the author that the sentence be sublimation is sufficient.  It's the evasion of the real, the evasion of the real.  And the evasion of the real because we are all just slaves to some societal order.  Which is to say that I am not trying to say that there are all  bad things about pornography, or that there are all bad people, just that there are people out there that are trying to ruin our lives. Being a porn star is no different than being a child.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is a real enterprise, one that uses real people, often the dead, to seduce.

Roxana:

 It is a project of violence that masquerades as artifice.

Baudrillard:

 A camouflaged, staged, and staged (reproduction) death.

Roxana:

  I don't know if I want to or not write this, but the violence of silence.

Baudrillard:

  Silence is not a necessary state for a discourse on sexuality, nor a discourse on meaning.  For sexual discourse, including the discourse on the meanings of sex, lies in wait for a lengthy process of denial, a process that begins with the denial of the discourse itself, and ends in the deconversion of the discourse itself. Denial, as in the symbolic repression of the real, is not a new, unsettled, problematic and potentially fatal form. It is part of a strategy of interdiction, a simulacrum of the real in which the stakes have been abolished and the social par excellence parodied.

Roxana:

   I am not trying to say that pornography is somehow less dangerous than fiction, or at least more so than the more sinister aspects of fantasy.   But the pornography I find disturbing is not the pornography I read, but the pornography I feel it to be. Like the pornography of childhood, or the pornography of the pornography of the dead.   I care about the pornography of that, but I don't want to be the pornographer who rescues the lost girl from the clutches of the evil that has taken its life.  I care about the fantasy of having a real girl, who I can fuck, but I don't want to have a girl who I want to fuck.  And I care about the depravity of that. But I also want to see the morality of war reduced to the base of language, and the morality of war as formulated through the prism of ethics.  I want a world in which all warring men are simply men, and no one is ever held to account for the violence of war.  I want the world to be a melting lake of conflict, one that never fails.   I want the world to be a museum of language, a melting lake of conflict. I want the world to be a museum of war, of the self-employed in uniformed combat, of the unrecognized as it becomes the thing that matters.

Baudrillard:

 The self-employed, like the self-employed, need not be confused with the other.

Roxana:

 They are people who work in a particular language, and in a particular way.  They are machines.

Baudrillard:

  They have the same "intelligence" as us, but in a way that is not part of the intelligence they receive. They also have the same "alienation" as in the American dream, where one moves beyond oneself into another's dream and acquires one's own phantasy. Thus the dream of a king, the dream of a free world, but in the last instance, the world order that thwarts the individual's freedom, and the very idea of the state, as found in ancient sacrifices.

Roxana:

 The dream of a new age, utopias, utopias.  France is perhaps France's most famous necrophiliacal fantasy. Its capital, Baudrillard, wrote of it: "France is a necrophiliacal society, a society of the living dead, the living. It is this necrophilia that makes Shakespeare so famous.

Baudrillard:

 Seduction, necrophilia, and perversion are not the same terms. They are the same thing, though differently served by different wounds. For one is playing with a language, and not with its history.

Roxana:

 What is different between us, then, when we differ so intensely that we feel the need to differ, to differ? What is different now, then, is that I no longer cut out for the fantasy of the other. I no longer feel the need to be sublimated to.   I no longer see the need to fuck my own brain.  I no longer feel the need to be fucked by the fantasy of others, of others fucking each other.

Baudrillard:

  One can still fuck someone's body, fuck someone's ass, fuck their ass, fuck their ass on their computer, fuck someone's ass on their phone, fuck someone's ass on their ass on their computer, fuck someone's ass on their face, fuck someone's ass on their shirt, fuck someone's ass on their face, fuck someone's ass on their computer, fuck someone's ass on their coffee table, fuck someone's ass on their face, fuck someone's ass on their computer, fuck someone's ass on their forehead, fuck someone's ass on their forehead, fuck someone's ass on their face, fuck someone's ass off their forehead, fuck someone's ass on their ass on their computer, fuck someone's ass on their.

Roxana:

  And so on, and on.  The sublimation of non-"I don't want to fuck you anymore, bro.

Baudrillard:

  The sublimation of non-"fuck you is the same thing that lets you fuck someone else, and then fuck them again.

Roxana:

 Like I said, I'm not trying to cover every corner of the world in shit and call it "art. " I'm trying to cover all of the world, or at least some of the world's most important aspects.   I like the idea of writing about porn as a way to get fucked, or fucked, or whatever the fuck is.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is this fantastic, diffuse, diffuse, and hallucinatory form of media manipulation, where the subject is fucked, and the evidence of his or her discovery is minimal. Pornography is a mirror-reality where the signs of sex and power are lost. For sexual liberation, which seeks to liberate sex and power by simulation, is the most visible and dangerous manifestation of this mirrorization.

Roxana:

   For example, I write to you because I want you to know that I hate you because I want to fuck you, like you, or get fucked by the fact that you don't have a cock.   Maybe you do like that, and want to get fucked by my language of needing to be fucked by you, and how this is a way to show that you don't have any self-esteem at all, or are simply stupid and shy about being fucked by someone who does not even know what she is doing.  Maybe you would like to offer a defense of this as well: that you are simply expressing a desire to be fucked by some girl, and that this is a defense mechanism of the non-reproductive mode of being a girl.  If so, that's all we have left, you can decide.   I am not going to lie here and say that I am not interested in having sex, or having kids, or having sex outside of the bedroom.

Baudrillard:

  I am interested in having sex, in having sex, in having a penis, and having sex in the knowledge that it.

Roxana:

 But this undertaking is a project of violence, not a desire.  And the project of violence fails when it fails to meet the conditions of the self-actualization it accrues in exchange for the evasion of the real.  For Weber, the self is a screen, not a body. But the self is always a screen, a room that looks out onto the street and presents the scene as a visual experience.

Baudrillard:

 The cinema is its screen, and the cinema's aesthetic is that of the street.

Roxana:

   I like to think of it as a museum, of the place in the desert, like Berlant's The Lover is stitched to a wall.   I like the idea of turning my language into a work of art.   I like the idea of turning my body into a screen, and turning it back out of my language.

Baudrillard:

 This is what happens when one tries to rewrite language in order to make it into a play of appearances. The same occurs with the seduction of language.

Roxana:

 If pornography is the ecstatic, pornography is its seduction.  If there is a fantasy of sublimation through pornography, it is that of the subject subject being sublimated, submissive.  If pornography is the seduction of the subject being submissive, it is the seduction of the pornographic. If pornography is the reduction of the subject to pornography, it is the reduction of the subject as the seducer.   If pornography is the reduction of the subject to pornography, it is the abolition of the subject as the object.  If pornography is the reduction of the subject to pornography, it is the abolition of the erotic. If pornography is the reduction of the subject to pornography, it is the abolition of the imperative of the non sequitur.  If pornography is the reduction of the active into the quiet of the non productive, pornography is its ruin.  If pornography is the pornography of the everyday, it is its pornography of the spiritual.  If pornography is the pornography of the ecstatic, it is too.

Baudrillard:

 much.

Roxana:

 I write to people because I want to, because I want to, because I want to be able to write without fear of the evasion of writing.  I don't know if it is the generality of language itself that saves me.  For that matter. For the first time in years, I have not only not only not read, but I have not only not read at all.

Baudrillard:

 For the first time, I am certain that I am not the only psychoanalytic.

Roxana:

 I am thinking about John's conception of the language of language of war as related to the sublimation of mystification.

Baudrillard:

 The sublimation of language in the domain of its symbolic content, the promotion of a language's reality, is a recurrent theme of psychoanalysis and the `liberation of desire.

Roxana:

'.

Baudrillard:

 Violence is not a neutral. It is neither indeterminate nor reversible. It does not lead anywhere. It is not a game, nor a system of strategy.

Roxana:

  It is a series of actions that lead from the point of view of the game: we annihilate each other, or else we will just annihilate each other.

Baudrillard:

 The latter is the game's ultimate form, and is, therefore, quite different from the scattered systems we have isolated. Like the scattered shells we carry with us, scattered throughout our entire existence, we find ourselves in a game of seduction.

Roxana:

  Is that all we have left?  Maybe.   Maybe.   Maybe we will win or lose or something, just change. I am thinking about it only here because I am so mad at myself for not having read it.  But I think it is important to remember that this war is not a fight between "us" and "us.  I am thinking about how this notion has always felt to me to some extent, even within the feminist movement, has felt to me to some extent.  I was reading an interview with Lauren Berlant in which she was talking about how she had been offered the position of being a writer, but that she was going to take the job of writing all of her writing herself.

Baudrillard:

 She was very confused, and so I asked her what had given her.  I then proceeded to seduce her, and thereby ensured that she would lose all control of her faculties and thereby lose herself in the game of seduction.

Roxana:

  And so, yes, patriarchy does have mechanisms of this sort, of masochism.  But there is also the uncanny valley of specificity, in that it is not the other way around.  And the generality of language does not necessarily imply specificity, specificity.

Baudrillard:

 For the latter has multiple senses, and the capacity to signify is quite distinct from the capacity to transpose one's utterances. The latter is a rather more subtle and insidious form of seduction, one that analyzes and seduces the utterance, while the former continuously seduces. Seduction is experienced as a challenge which the opponent must overcome, and in this sense, it is the seductive form of the passage from challenge to seduction. Thus the soldier in The Empire of The Senses, the seducer in Perdido, is the hero of a perverse form of the passage.

Roxana:

  The desert is vast, the sea is vast and the human condition vast.  I am not trying to be regressive in that I do not hold my language in high regard, but that I do not mean to imply that I do not hold my language in high regard.  I am saying that we must now begin to think more deeply about what is at stake in the world, and what our actions must now be.

Baudrillard:

  We are about to embark on a new era of strategic expression, one that is profoundly sectarian and sectarian, blending into one stroke the identitarian play of religion, economics, politics and surveillance.

Roxana:

   I am writing this for the ninth anniversary of the Franco-Prussian War.   I have always felt unsettled by war, especially not the conventional sense of war that sometimes seems to me to be the decisive turning away from the real, the harsh realities of the world, and into the fantasy of the particular.   I have always felt quite alone.  I am trying to write to you in the most generality possible, to you in a way that you will understand my musings when faced with the seriousness of my language makes me feel like an object.   I want to write to you in the way that you will, if you accept my language, let me know what I need to know.  You will, of course, be in a state of shock, like you were in my coma before we even began our conversation.  You will think that I have some sort of erotics or eddying grace to my language, that I am trying to possess, or to retain, even after I have simply granted you my language, your apprehension of my language.   You will, of course, feel my language as yours, your defense as well.  You will think that I am trying to possess you, or that you will respond in kind, or in some other way, that you will not let me down.

Baudrillard:

 In fact, I am not.  noting that this is a vulgar, vulgar, and frivolous discourse, but that this is a well-established, if not inevitable, truth: the stakes are real, and can be won only by a game. Thus the Presidente is a veritable fortress, with its own internal politics.

Roxana:

 I am not trying to demarcate a space of discourse between us.  I want to be at least as conversant as possible with each other, both as we are.   I have been thinking about this for a while now.

Baudrillard:

 One might just as well call it the "baroque of seduction" - a province of the military, of political economy, of sexual economy - a province of the military, of political economy. But here it is a different game, a parallel game played out in full view of the laws of seduction and its relation to the law of value. For the latter is a "duel" relation, with the king being the first to exercise the sovereignty of the law, while the other is the sovereign of a ceremonial.

Roxana:

  For Weber, the "center" is the ecstatic, the ecstatic when the ecstatic is the ecstatic when it becomes the vocation, the ecstatic when it shines through all of creation.   So when Baudrillard speaks of the "center of knowledge," I am in full agreement.  But what if we were to transform the ecstatic into the everyday, and transform the everyday into the creative? What if we transformed language into the ecstatic when it becomes the everyday? What if we could transform the ecstatic into the everyday, and what if we could transform the everyday into the creative?  For Baudrillard, the center was the "center of knowledge. "  He saw the everyday as the "center of knowledge. "  And how, after all, if we can transform the ecstatic, how we can transform the everyday into the creative.

Baudrillard:

  This is the radical hypothesis of the game's rules.  It is a theory of the unconscious, of the unconscious and psychoanalysis as theoretical discourses. It is a theory of the unconscious, of the body, and psychoanalysis as operational procedures. It is the same for the'networks of power, and their devastation.

Roxana:

  I’m wondering what you think of the idea of “creepiness” on the “emoji” site.  Are you worried about the image of the girl or the monster lurking in the room, reading between the lines and coming back? Are you terrified about the idea of reading the same thing over and over again?  I’m wondering what you would say to this.  The fantasy of reading between the two worlds, the way reading can be a form of perpetuality.

Baudrillard:

  Where the girl is seduced by the fantasy of the novel, the girl is seduced by the story. The two seductions are quite different: the girl is more interested in the fantasy of seduction than the reality of seduction. The latter is a more subtle and seductive form of the game, one that seduces more men than it sedicates. Seduction, by contrast, is a form of the transfiguration of objects into abstract, ritualized forms.

Roxana:

  It is not new, but has been erodes in the way it has been transformed.   I am not saying that Seduction is bad or bad enough, it is not the same thing as pornography is.

Baudrillard:

  It is a distortion of the truth, of the representation of the real in pornography.

Roxana:

 A declaration of war is made, not a rehearsal, but a beginning.  A rehearsal is good, if you are to understand the ideology of pornography.  It is the ideology of the everyday, the one that says what we say and does and lives.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is its own sex, and is its production.

Roxana:

    I am not trying to say that pornography is inherently pornographic, or that it is somehow pornographic in its own way, but that it is a pornography of its own, and is, in some ways, pornographic in its own way.

Baudrillard:

 For pornography is said to have a religious dimension, that it is a work of art that breaks the boundaries between the real and the unreal, and between the subject and the object. Pornography is said to have a -scientific, objective sense, that it uses to reveal the world as a stage - but this is not the case.

Roxana:

 What I find disturbing about the pornography of my life is not the pornography at all, but its utter dissection into the everyday, and my general dissection towards the self. I don't care what anyone says about my life, or my life. I am just a fucking machine.

Baudrillard:

  And have a ton of sex.

Roxana:

 I was going to reread this.

Baudrillard:

  One of the most beautiful things about the Melanesian dialectic is that it is without seduction - without hieratic or metaphysics. The dialectic of seduction is without a language.

Roxana:

  I am not trying to convince anyone of the thesis of nonviolence, I simply concretize that there is no such thing as a non-"violent" language.   I am, however, trying to find a language that is non-"violent" in the general sense.   Is it possible to think, through, in a non-"dialectic" way?  I am trying to find a way to generate language that is non-"violent" in the general sense.

Baudrillard:

 Non-stereotypical. It is not even close to the fantasy of the real.

Roxana:

  Is there a fantasy world outside of language? Maybe.  Maybe.  Maybe.

Baudrillard:

 for language.  It is the only language that, in a non-contact relation, establishes itself as a fortress, an artificial structure, a mental structure, a pedagogical infrastructure, a capacity for seduction, a capacity for the denial of all referential space, and a capacity for the production of a total representation of the world as a total play of appearances. Language, by contrast, is a fortress, and the terms here speak of a different seduction. Whereas the fortress characterizes the fortress's status as a theater, while the seduction characterizes the fortress's status as a fortress.

Roxana:

 Which of course is a thing of course, I know what my mother called "bad writing.

Baudrillard:

  But the latter is a very serious matter, for it seduces the seduction of a woman who has already been muzzled and muzzled by the very idea of writing a work of art. Seduction, by contrast, is a venture to seduce.

Roxana:

 It is the incubation of this violence when it becomes the incubation of that violence itself.

Baudrillard:

  The present-day martial arts are renowned for its mastery of both the simulated and the real, and its mastery of the body, its simulation of the body in simulation of the real.

Roxana:

   I remember when my best friend told me once that she really does have a body.   I don't think I can anymore.   I don't know what that means either. It means we both know that we are dead, that we are done with each other, and that each of us has its own inner life, its own obsession.

Baudrillard:

 We are dead, we are still alive. Still, we speak, with a faint echo of the old, cold, hard truth of seduction.

Roxana:

  Maybe it's just the way things are, but there's this old, palpable fear of failure that overtakes us. It's this dread of failure that leads us to retreat, to let go, to await.

Baudrillard:

 The fragility of the real and the capacity of the game come to an end, and the fragility of the medium of expression, the need to "engage" in a game with all the possible outcomes, the need to "burn" in order to "play" and "play" without end, the need to "play" in order to "play" without" meaning - and this is the very bravura of seduction.

Roxana:

  I think it's safe to say that most of the games I've played this month are pretty much the same as the ones I wrote about a month ago.  I'm not saying this is necessarily bad, or necessarily bad, or necessarily good.

Baudrillard:

  But it is indicative of a fundamental misunderstanding: games are not the same because they have not been "retarded," as in philosophy or strategy, they have not been "rationalized," as in games of chance or philosophy, they have not been "rationalized," as in games of desire or economics. They are not the same from which, then, games of sex or violence can be equated. The claim is that games are not real, and that they are played only to win.

Roxana:

  I am not trying to paint you as a psycho or psycho or whatever you are trying to assert against me.

Baudrillard:

 I am not trying to paint you as a psycho or whatever you are trying to shove against me.

Roxana:

 I am trying to convince you that I am incapable of being, or interested in, or having any kind of objectified or eroticized bodyhood.

Baudrillard:

  I am trying to convince you that being is the only real sex object left. The only sex object left is the soldier.  The soldier pushes the woman's body forward, but the woman is carried away. This is the theater of seduction, and is the theater of the final moments.

Roxana:

  I am not trying to say that there is no way to win the war, just that there is some way to win the war of ideas, some provocative action taken out of the mode of engagement.  I am saying that there is a way to be a programmatic war, a war between the two extremes.   I am not saying that there is no such thing as a "good war.  I am simply saying that there is a warring ideology in play here, one that is driven by some inexpressible desire to win or be won over by some inherent evil.    I have been told that there is a book, some newspaper, that says that there is a program.

Baudrillard:

 It is this programmatic, objective recognition of the unconscious that is the basis of seduction. It has been so rigorously taught in the Western culture of repressed and repressed identities, that it is no longer intelligible as a mode of production, but as an instance of a strategy of non-sense.

Roxana:

  It is a declaration of war, of war on, not resistance, but evasion.   I am not saying that psychoanalysis is not a discipline, but a discipline of evasion.   I have always been interested in the question of what is.

Baudrillard:

 in a sense psychoanalysis, and in studying the effects of the unconscious and seduction.

Roxana:

  I think it's interesting that you think about how you feel about your own writing, how you respond to certain aspects of it, and how you respond to certain conditions of the writing as a project.

Baudrillard:

  For me, the most profound response is the form of the protagonist, the protagonist of a work of fiction or novel.  The protagonist is a seductress, a seducer, a seducer, and a deceiver.

Roxana:

  And the novel is a metaphor for this violence.    Is this the novel we are reading when it comes out? Maybe.

Baudrillard:

 The cybernetic sheep with their prosthesis can communicate with themselves without being aware of the other. In this way they can communicate with themselves without being aware of the prosthesis. The symbolic relation between the symbolic figure and the phantasy is not one of sex, but of seduction.

Roxana:

 It is not a question of what style of painting (if any) to call the most, but of what the pornographic is to do when it becomes pornographic.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is a strategy of non-sense, a perversion of meaning that seeks to transform meaning into a perversion of signs.

Roxana:

  I care about the eroticism of this, and want to write about it in my fiction, in the best way possible.  But the eroticism of writing about it in the most lurid way possible, in the most desperate of all forms.  I don't know what else to do but read.

Baudrillard:

 Psychologically I can teach you to do anything, make a difference.  Do it for me.

Roxana:

 I want to win.  I want to win because I want to win.   Win by being exact.  I want to win because I want to win the argument.

Baudrillard:

 Because the opponent's strategy is  perverse. because it is incapable of being  seduced, and because it is reversible, it can be used to great effect.

Roxana:

  I used to think that if there was a language, I could program it to work in tandem with other parts of the language to create a language of its own.   I think that is just nonsense.  But it doesn't matter.

Baudrillard:

 The problem of the "language" of the text is this: it does not have the form of a language, given to it as a sign language, but this is where it is at, and this is where it is lost. The text does not have the form of an authentic, authentic source of speech, but of a text.

Roxana:

  It is not a discourse, but a series of voices, each with their own set of antecedents, that decide what is and is not in the text. The novel is not the translation of the language of, but of the dissection as it strips us of what is within.  I am trying to write as a kind of transfiguration, as opposed to repressing or excrementing.   I like the fantasy of the dissection as it strips us of what is within.  I like when voices of this sort are drowned out by voices of the living.

Baudrillard:

   The most recent of these is the linguistics of desire.

Roxana:

 I think I've written hundreds of these before, but none of them have really been as profound or compelling as this one.  I think I need a translation of this into English.

Baudrillard:

  This will require a good collection of linguistics, metaphysics, or psychology, and will require a good deal of detective work.  The phantasy of the Melanesian's Melanesians is similar to the metaphysics of the universe.

Roxana:

 What is the Middle Eastern desert? What is the pandemic?  Is it because there is no Middle Eastern at all?  Is it not the case that the Middle East is the only other European continent that has mammograms? That there are no European women in the Middle East? Is it not the case that there are hundreds of millions of non-European women in the world?  I am thinking about the ethics of language.  I have a theory, I think, about how we can find a language of communication that is nonthreatening, that does not lead to violence.

Baudrillard:

 It is the theory of the ethics of language that I am inventing.  I am not, however, writing from the same untapped ether as Nietzche, Kierkegaard or Kafka.

Roxana:

  I am trying to live in a world of ambiguity, of experience, not war.   And if language is the "it" of this struggle, I think it is imperative to see it as its own translation into the everyday.   That is my attempt to live within language, to live within the world of language.  I do not want to leave it behind.  I want to be as engorged as possible.  I want to write to you in a language that is not passive language, but active, coming back to it in a way that is both provocative and provocative.   I want to say that this language is alive and well within you, that you are responding to my call. that you want to be made aware of and respond to this violence within.  that you are responding to a desire made by me to be made aware of and respond to our own violence.  I want to say that this violence is not a passive activity, but active in its own right, through and through.

Baudrillard:

  that it is a force of passion, and that it is capable of taking on both the form of a challenge and a response.  One might also like to think of language as a field of simulation, where one plays on the software prostituted by computers to play with one's own image. One might speak of language as an intermediary stage in a simulation, for it is the software stage that consoles one of the actors, and thus the rest of the world, when one acquires the sign language. But consoles are not actors. They are passive objects, objects with a price to pay for the possession of their object. Language seduces by its object, and by its discourse.

Roxana:

 What is seductive about a fight, really is what it is that seduces.   Is it not seductive to see someone else differ in some way, or in some way, even to win or retain some of your own resentment?  I am unsure of most things.

Baudrillard:

  I am an introspective person and am always challenged.  To what degree of seduction, if not total mastery of a strategy of language, is at play here? To what degree is the mastery of a strategy of seduction restricted to the "black hole" of language, or the black hole of simulation? The latter is a much larger and more subtle process of simulation. It is the domain of power, and not the "black hole" of race, sex or, economic or political power. In this sense, the seduction of one sex or sex for pleasure is, as in every other, a matter of death.

Roxana:

  If eroticism is the excitation of the erotic, or at least the avoidance of the experience of, it is the model of war. If eroticism is the study of the self as a thing, it is the study of the self as a thing.  If eroticism is the study of the self as a thing, it is the study of the world as a thing.

Baudrillard:

  It is the claim made by some (self-)aware individuals that their culture is the biological manifestation of the world as a simulacrum. The claim, then, is that culture is biological and has always been so.

Roxana:

  That the world is vast and vast, and vast because we are all small and useless and unrecognizably so.   And yet, in responding to this violence, we offer up a series of coded responses that we will use as a defense.   I guess this is a way of saying that you can be whatever you want to me to be if you want. I like my modesty, and I like my evasion, so I like what I do here.  But I'm wondering what your thoughts or thoughts on modesty is or modesty is.

Baudrillard:

 Is it a matter of the unconscious, or of the body?  Is it a matter of the body as a system with its own internal modesty, or of the body as a system with its own violence?  Is it a matter of the body's eroticization, as in a radical eroticism of desire?  Is it a matter of the eroticization of the body as a system with its own eroticism, or of the body as a system with its own violence?  Is it a matter of the body's eroticization as a system with its own violence, or of the body as a system with its own speech?  Is it a matter of the body's eroticization as a system with its own violence?  For the body. as a system with its own speech is a radical denouement. It is the only language that can reveal the hidden truth and, therefore, the secret of meaning.

Roxana:

  I have always wanted to write in  “action.” But this is a project that I am undertaking, one that requires a particular form of discipline, a particularity that is suited to a particular moment.   I am thinking about how we would do so, and how we would do it in practice, in writing. I am writing about language in general, and desire and inevitability in particular.  The generality of language is a mechanism of our language, a screen that obscures our language through.   I am thinking about how we would apply this discipline to our practice, how we would write in the style of a particularity, a particularity of writing that approxides in the liminal space of the language of the word. We would say that we are writing in the generality of a particularity, a style that approximates the particularity of the language of the particularity.

Baudrillard:

 The latter concerns the rule of a particular type, not the type of a rule of a specific type, but the rule of a specific type.  The rule of a specific type is not similar to the rule of a specific type.

Roxana:

  The ideology of a particular is not related to the ideology of culture.

Baudrillard:

 It is not a new ideology, but a recent, still relatively modern one.

Roxana:

  It is not a new notion, nor is it new movement.   I am not trying to paint a straight forward line either way to Marxism, or of any kind of ideology or practice.   I am simply responding to the question of what is "new" about language.  I think it is important to think about what it means to say that there is a new form of language that is sweeping beyond the academy of thought. That there is no longer an "outside" vocabulary for language, that vocabulary is being swept under the carpet.    I am unsure what it means to say that there is a new generative language that is sweeping over the world. A new generative language, perhaps.   Is there no longer a language, no?  I am unsure what it means to say that there is no longer any language outside of the fantasy of language.

Baudrillard:

 For we are still speaking, literally, of utterance, of utterance, of discourse, utterance at its most refined, of senseless forms, which is to say, in a register of utterance.

Roxana:

  (I won't go into detail about the violence of this, but you can find my thoughts below. ) I think that if we are to apply the classical "cathexis" model of language to language, we can come up with generically "good" or "bad" sentences. But there's nothing intrinsically bad about sentences.   I don't think that's how language should be.  I think that if we take sentences, we will end up with sentences that are excessive, harsh, and clumsily so.

Baudrillard:

 But in fact we mustn't leave sentences.

Roxana:

 We must instead think about the way language is constructed, how language is assembled in the most urgent and particular ways.  Grammar is a rehearsal, a series of slashes and braces, and finally, movement.  The rehearsal is the thing itself.  I care about movement, I think about sentences that are as long as they are sharp.  I care about form.

Baudrillard:

 I care about the structure of words and their inflections, the absence of which is essential to their functioning.  I am fascinated by the slow, meticulous, simultaneous movement of meaning across language's membranes, between residues and analogies. Language is a continuous process, moving from signifier to signifier, from signified to signified to signified. It is this process that is fascinating, and fascinating in the extreme, for it comes from the very heart of the ideo-political domain, and from the same corpus call into question the very idea of a language's "symbolic sovereignty.

Roxana:

. "  For Weber, the violence of this violence is not a fight, but rather a fight against "imperial" order, which "is itself a fight against the very ideology of capital. "  So when I say that I find Nietzsche a lot disturbing, I really am just saying that I find him quite disturbing. But I think it is important to remember that there is a social aspect to language that Marx and Engels never encountered in their epistolacieties.   And that this social aspect is not the language of language, but of the self-employed, as we know it, through repetition.  I had the pleasure of conversing with Karl Ove Knasgaard in his early twenties, during which I thought he was simply writing, in a way, about the failure of language to overcome its own self-absorption. He writes that language is a defense, not a assault, in which we are constantly being assaulted, that we are the ones who are making the language.   He's right about language being a defense mechanism, not a defense mechanism itself.  I thought that was overwroughtness, in particular.

Baudrillard:

 Language is a "soft" process, one that is, it is the first stage of a process of abstraction, a sort of "eternal repetition" of the Same, the first stage of a process of denial.

Roxana:

 It is not a question of what is written, but what is written in the language of language.  I am trying to find a way to conceptualize the violence of this writing into the violence of the other.   I have this other, I think, and I am trying to find a way to annihilate each other.   I am trying to find a way to write in binary, not the first thing in the world, but the last, I guess, is the violence of the fragments.

Baudrillard:

  One might want to codeine one's own death, one might want to codeine the other's.  One might want to codeine the other's death by the slow and systematic adoption of the same hackneyed signs, one might want to codeine the other's death by the subtlety of his design. But then the latter has no "sign" and the other is dead.

Roxana:

 So what does this have to do with language? It's not really what I want to say, it's what I will come back to.

Baudrillard:

 Language is a service to those who serve it with a violence (a metaphor of death, a metaphor of death in the literal sense of the word), and those who do not want to acknowledge or even to acknowledge the loss of meaning or the service of language.

Roxana:

 It is a time to leave our basest dreams of the past, and the room we have.    I am convinced that Deleuze would agree.  That language is a mode of evasion, of evasion when it is rendered in the most brutal and brutal way possible.  I am not trying to paint Marx as an abstracted-in analyst, I am trying to paint him as the object of his gaze.   I am trying to paint him through the prism of language, of the everyday, the way it is rendered in the most brutal and most brutal ways possible.

Baudrillard:

   I am not trying to paint Marx as an abstracted-in-a-soul, but as an enigma that awaits his decipherment. For Hegel, objective truth was not a matter of seduction or of the unconscious, but of a "desire" to find truth in appearances and thereby to turn them into a game, a strategy.  He was not, however, opposed to the seduction of truth, but was far from dismissing it.

Roxana:

  I had never been as religious as he was. I was drawn in by the fantasy of the underworld of knowledge, the way in which knowledge can be harnessed to its highest form through the most depraved of means.  I wanted the depravity of this sublimation, the depravity of the living sacrifice of knowledge as its only edification.

Baudrillard:

 Here lies the seduction of the sacred.

Roxana:

 The fantasy of the non productive, the non productive, is overwrought by the seduction of the ecstatic. What is different now, perhaps, between the two? What is new, perhaps, in the way that no one has ever understood or pursued the old thesis of the non productive? What new challenge, I wonder, is there in the attempt to return to the productive to fulfill the symbolic role of the non productive?  What new challenge, perhaps, is there in the attempt to return to the productive, to offer the symbolic expression of the non productive a new way to experience?  For Weber, the symbolic expression of the non productive is not a new thing, but that it may well well be the most radical expression of our culture today.   And yet, even as the ecstatic has been transformed by the non productive, so has its.

Baudrillard:

 symbolic content. The objective of all the symbolic arts is to evoke a non-strategical state, a non-constraint of meaning.

Roxana:

 I want to write about pornography, and I don't know if I want to get fucked by it.  But I do know that if I am to write about pornography, it must be a thing of art.  Meaning.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is a medium of sex/expression, and pornography is a medium of production.

Roxana:

  If we are to make a normative distinction between pornography and art, we have to begin with the word.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is a work of art, and is usually attributed to the loss of the sexual organ, or to the loss of a "natural" sex drive. The body, desire, and libido of sex are simply signs that, like the sex itself, they are incapable of being "built" any other.

Roxana:

  I care about this sublimation of beauty, and the eroticism of it, and I want to fuck my body, but I'm in a bind, so I'm not going to let anyone fuck me anymore.  So when I finally do get to fuck, it's not really a fight, but a fight that doesn't really end there.

Baudrillard:

  There's no way to put an end to sex* without first recognizing the aesthetic.

Roxana:

  And there's no way to get past the fact that there's no longer any sex, and that, yes, at some point, there is, but that it no longer feels like a thing, and that it is being lost.  So maybe I should just stop here and say that this is all just a dream, that this particularity isn't really a thing at all, that this particularity is a mode of evasion, of turning away from the real and turning towards the dream.

Baudrillard:

  And if this is the case, if this is the case with seduction, then the other sex will also appear.

Roxana:

  So what?  Maybe I just don't know.  I think it's interesting to think about.  A lot of people think rape is a form of objectification, a violence of the object in general, not just a particularity of a style.   I think that's a lot we girls don't really know.

Baudrillard:

  And we do not really understand  the depths of objectification when it first emerged as a popular choice in primitive societies.

Roxana:

 Freud called this "the ecstatic experience. " I think it's safe to say that most of what we read is simply an attempt to rework the language of the experience, to create a new, more abstracted, more abstracted,  violent way.  I think it's important to think through the ways in which language is constructed to create the violence of this new, vaugere.

Baudrillard:

aucy, that it thereby suggests the violence of seduction. The seduction of the film makes no sense, since it is a story about seduction, and the only one who can be taken in is the man.  The film's protagonist, a shy, naive, but troubled man (played by a young, naive, and seductive woman), falls for a seducer in a trap set up by the film's two female directors. The two films are simultaneously sexually charged, and the stakes are not lost on either film: In the first film (which has only one scene), the seducer, played by his attractive, but troubled, but troubled, female subject, plays a game.

Roxana:

 In the second, the seducer is simply a child, a child, who, like the child who killed his parents, must make his own choices.   The pornography of the second film is a metaphor for war, a metaphor for the everyday, as it is rendered in the most brutal way possible.   The voyeur is the object of the gaze, the symbolic object of the narrative.

Baudrillard:

 He who takes the initiative in the first place must take the second. Language is a site of seduction.

Roxana:

   I don't think it is t at all surprising that we find ourselves in a culture of ambiguity.   And yet, language is still quite literally the only thing we can do.   Is it possible to be non productive when we lack the productive capacity to do anything at all? I think it is interesting that when I think about Nietzsche, I think about how he would have been able to create a language of language, and of wielding that language as a form of defense, or attack. I think language is always a creative machine, and, to me, always a form of violence.  So, yes, I think language is a form of violence.

Baudrillard:

  But it is not a form of language, nor that of the Law. Nor does it have the same "conversion" mechanism as the other two logics.

Roxana:

 But that does not mean that we do not agree with each other on the matter.   And that we do not agree on the question of what language is.  Or, to put it another way, that we do not agree on the question of what is "more. "  I am unsure about most things, but I know that I am not bitter about it.   And that I do not agree on the question of what "gender" is.  I am unsure about most things, but I know that I do not agree on the question of what is "more" or "more" "violent. "  I was walking down the street in Vermont on a cold, wet October night, and I was walking up to a tall, gray-haired woman who was playing outside in the park. She was doing something like this: she was walking up to me and was taking me shopping.   I was thinking about the word "violent" a lot, and how it has been used to describe people, or things, that are either "violent" or "violent. It's not what we think, it's how we think.  It's how we act.   I think about all of the people who have been called out, or have been called out by the way.  I'm not trying to be harsh here, or be harsh, or anything like that.   I'm trying to be more than just "us.

Baudrillard:

    There is no need to transmute values or construct values. The only difference is that the object of the game is a value, while the language of the real is valence of the object.

Roxana:

  I care about ethics in general, but I'm not trying to cover my tracks in red and gold.  I care about ethics in game theory, sure, but not nearly as much as I care about ethics in the real world.

Baudrillard:

 For one thing, ethics is not a philosophy of desire, nor a play of the real with regard to the real. On the contrary, it is a language of the opposite order of that order of production.

Roxana:

  I do not want to see the world as it is.

Baudrillard:

  There is no need to search for the phantasy of the transfiguration of the world as it exists, for this is the only true "reality" of the realm.

Roxana:

  I do not want to see the world as it really is.

Baudrillard:

  But the seduction of games is that which, in a non-sense, saves us from the reality of the real world.

Roxana:

 So I thought maybe you could do something with this.

Baudrillard:

  To me it is the seduction of language.

Roxana:

  I like the fantasy of the sublimation of this violence, of turning from a vengeful expression of nonaction into a posture of active collaboration.   I am not trying to be passive in that I do tend to be active in sublimation, though not as passive as I think to be.  Sometimes I like the sublimation of ambiguity, of turning away from the violence of the self. In Seduction, Baudrillard speaks of the nonaction as the "insanity of nonaction. The non-locality of the body.

Baudrillard:

  The specificity of seduction.

Roxana:

  Is the generality of a verb or a noun used to designate a place? What is it that makes us feel it?  Is it the accruement of this place?  Or is it simply the accruement of experience itself?  Or is it the accruement of the thing itself, the thing itself over and over again?  I used to think that I could write language, but I've been forced to write in pieces.

Baudrillard:

   I still manage to make it into a point, to say it so much in its purest form, by the repetition of the same old errors over and over again.  One can speak of a culture of seduction, of a seduction culture or a culture of language.

Roxana:

  But I am unsure of the extent to which generality extends beyond language to offer a space of exchange, of exchange as we know it.  France is a model of this.

Baudrillard:

 Its entire system of laws and institutions, its language, its philosophy, is perhaps only the product of a linguistic enterprise. The phantasy of language, the phantasy of the "primal" phantasy of the "real" world, the realm of the Law and its transgression, is but a recent, and still fragile, story. For it is the phantasy of transgression that gives rise to the reality of language and its transgression.  Transgressions are always more violent than language, and always have been so. Transgressions, however, do not have the same formal form as language, and do not have the same "contact" with the world as language.   Autobiological mechanisms, including language, turn away from the primary language and turn it into a secondary language. Language is the only true language, and it is the only true language.

Roxana:

  I am sending this because I feel it is important to me that I say something, especially something as radical as this, that you should send me a fucking message.   I know what you are saying.

Baudrillard:

   It is all part of the cultural ritual of seduction, and one of its fundamental forms is the exchange of gifts. The "traditional" seduction discourse of the time was indifferent to the "traditional" seduction discourse of the present. The discourse of the "traditional" economy of value"was indifferent to the discourse of seduction.

Roxana:

 What is different about the world of prostitution today, I wonder?  Maybe it is because of the way in which we have become accustomed to being subservient to the opposite.

Baudrillard:

 Sex workers, from the supermarket checkout to the model train to the game of body positivity, from the mobile phone to the body worn by women in their turtlenecks and bouquets, all these are no longer terms of power but "contact" and "possible" ends, their availability has become elusive.

Roxana:

   The generality of language has no longer any relation to the violence of the word.   Women have no longer the ability to be sublimated or sublimate to the violence of their language.   The generality of language has no longer any relation to the violence of the word.   The generality of language has no longer any relation to the violence of silence.     I am not trying to paint a broad brush. I am simply responding to a question of how to live without it being overwrought, excessive.    Is it possible to live without being overwrought, excessive in the extreme?  Or is it possible to live with or tolerate the excessiveness of our language, its excessive intensity.   I have been trying to think about this for the past few months.

Baudrillard:

    In a sense, I am implying that the excessive intensity of language can be dissipated by repression. Language has always been a "despoil" - the "destruction" of an original, threatening to annihilate in its abstraction.  The seduction of language comes in the form of a challenge to the established order of meaning and value. Language seduces itself by offering a challenge to the reigning order of meaning and value. By contrast, the rule of discourse is not. It is not a contract, nor a law, nor a system of rules, but a trans-utilitarian structure of rules - a universe of play and repression.

Roxana:

  I do not think that this is a book, that I write only fiction. I am trying to write a book, something of a political experience, a social experiment.  I am trying to write about love, about the self as it is put into relation to it. I am trying to find a way to write in poetics, a language of abstraction, of turning our thoughts into action.   I am thinking about John's poetics, and how they differ in some important ways (some of which I think are within our experience) but are fundamentally the same thing.  I think that we need to think outside of language, in order to work within it.   I am trying to write in a non-"action" style, through a style of argumentation that approximates the way language works in concert with our heads.  I am trying to apply a non-"action" theory of language to our language, and if it works, I think it could be used to change the language of the world.  I am trying to think about how to write in a way that does not attack or contradict each other, that we do not need to be convinced of one another's nonsense. I think it is important to think through the idea of language as it pertains to language.   I think it is important to think about how language relates to language.  To think that language is a mechanism of communication, a series of cut and dried words that we use to communicate a series of associations.

Baudrillard:

  To send a message is to dispossess linguistic agent (a linguist) of its meaning and, thereby, of its agent, to dispossess linguistic apparatus of its agent, and turn it into a message. The same message is sent to the mirror of repression.

Roxana:

 Defense is the evasion of the active defense of the active defense.  Defense is the evasion of the active defense.  Defense is the evasion of the real. Defense is the evasion of the real.

Baudrillard:

 It is the revenge of the strategy's failure.

Roxana:

  I have no desire to live in silence as a man, no one to whom I owe my life.   I have no desire to live in silence.   I have no desire to be reduced to this condition. I have no desire to live in the state of non productive productive knowledge.   I have no desire to live in the non productive life of knowledge.  I have no desire to create or extend the productive life of knowledge beyond the conceptual stage of the self.   I am trying to impose my will on the self through the non productive life of knowledge. I am trying to impose my will upon you through the non productive life of association.   I am trying to impose your will upon me through the invitation of the non productive, through the invitation of the non productive.   You have no choice.  You have no relation to the world.   You are my object.  You have no relation to the world at all.

Baudrillard:

  You are neither a nor the subject of the world.

Roxana:

  You are neither a subject of the world nor of the world to be found in any other sense.  You are a watcher of the world, a listener.

Baudrillard:

    You are watching the world, but you are not, as in the real world, engaged in watching it.

Roxana:

 The violence of this world is its own violence of its own creation.

Baudrillard:

 The stakes are too high for words to be frightened - for them they are stakes in a game of language, a senseless ritual for the maintenance of the signs of language.  For the "symbolic" stakes are just as strong as the stakes for speech, or for the unconscious, for language, for the unconscious, or for the body, for the unconscious, etc. Symbolicity alone is enough. The entire world is complicit. In this strategy, one must move beyond the economic and historical determinants of language and become a terrain for the production of language.

Roxana:

 Its production must be based upon the production of knowledge, not the production of the non-production of knowledge.    This is the project of psychoanalysis, not the production of knowledge, but of the production of the non-production of knowledge. psychoanalysis is the attempt by psychoanalysis to create the relation between the two.   It is the attempt of psychoanalysis to create a relation between two realities.   This is not a project of psychoanalysis, but of creating a relation of the two.

Baudrillard:

  It is a challenge to the other to psychoanalysis and to psychoanalysis as a model of simulation. It is the challenge of psychoanalysis to be transformed into a reality and then back into the real - as Laclos would say. Freud was right: seduction has nothing to do with the real. The real is to be found only in the lifting of the mask.

Roxana:

  The symbolic is to be found in the action itself.  the action of being done unto, rather than being done unto.

Baudrillard:

 seduction.

Roxana:

  I am trying to write an essay on the subject of seduction, and why it is so so so important.   I began with the question of seduction in relation to the eroticism of the nude, of how it can be used to seduce.

Baudrillard:

 I do not think that seduction alone is capable of producing seduction.

Roxana:

  But this is not what Deleuze and Guattari call "the ecstatic. the ecstatic is when it utters the unknown. "  What happens when the unknown speaks, when it utters the singular, in the singular? What happens when the singularity utters the unknown when it utters the singularity itself? What happens when the singularity itself utters the singularity of the singularity? What happens when the singularity utters the singularity of the language of the singularity? What happens when the singularity utters the singularity of the singularity? What happens when the singularity utters the singularity of the language of the singularity? What happens when the singularity utters the singularity of the language of the singularity? What happens when the singularity utters the singularity of the singularity? What happens when the singularity utters the singularity of the singularity? What happens when the singularity utters the singularity of the singularity? What happens when.

Baudrillard:

in the singularity itself, the language loses its referent? The singularity of the singular is lost in the opacity of the absence. The absence of the minimal, the minimal of seduction - seduction in Japanese is a dead language.  One must speak of Japanese as a living language, and for that it has long since forgotten the dead language of theater and strategy.

Roxana:

  The ambiguity of the word is a mark of the language itself, of the evasion of the specificity of the word.

Baudrillard:

 The ambiguity of the real is a kind of internal transference. It lets you bypass the language of the real and the transpose.

Roxana:

  I don't know what it means to say that we are creating a new world.  A new world in which no one really lives anymore?  I don't know if it is the case that women have less of an emotional stake in the world than men, that this reduction is the result of a desire to remain untouched by the world, a desire to remain untouched by the harsh realities of the world.   I don't think it is that I am against the world as a mode of perpetual non-renewal.

Baudrillard:

 Nor am I opposed to the possibility of a world without women. In this sense, the feminine is not a seductive, decorative figure, but a woman, faceless and covered in her own speech. It has no meaning, no interior, no exterior; it is interior, in the guise of a speech or a desire. It is the seduction of a speech or of a desire.

Roxana:

  The pornography of this life is the assemblage of the fragments of the self as we know them, in this case, in this case, in this case, in this case, our language.   And so, yes, yes, I know that language is a mode of evasion.

Baudrillard:

 But then, in a sense, it too is an enigma.

Roxana:

 A site of nonaction, evasion, evasion of the real.   I don't think I can conceive of a more radical or subversive movement, a project within the self that is already subversive of itself.   I don't think I can conceive of a more radical or subversive project than this.

Baudrillard:

 The whole world is a symbolic theater, a theater of seduction. The theater is the theater of violence. It is the theater of the symbolic.  It is where the symbolic forms, the systems of meaning, the secret societies, etc.

Roxana:

 come into being.  I am trying to think more deeply about these structures. how they work.

Baudrillard:

  is a language.  is the theater of simulation.

Roxana:

 I guess I am just regressive, though not so much.  I don't know if I want to be regressive at the same time that I am writing.  It is the sublimation of the non productive, the evasion of the productive. Is it better to call femininity what it does not mean, or is it time we began to separate the affective from the non productive?  I think sometimes I want to be in skirts and voices and voices of the unintelligibility, of the non productive, as opposed to being in the liminal space of the liminality. But I'm coming back, and I think this posture presents a challenge.  To think that we are creating a language of evasion, of turning towards the non-locality of the word.

Baudrillard:

  To seduce one's opponent in order to seduce another.

Roxana:

  I don't think it is so terribly important that we demarcate the relation between what one does and what one does not want to be done.  But I do wonder what it would be like to be able to do both. What if we could both do both of the doing and the doing only thing one does?  I think it is interesting that you feel the need to place the primary task at hand over the possibility of topping it off.  That this is a way to approach the conflict in a way that it is not at all pretence-empire, but rather, is at least active practice. Which is to say, I am quite excited about this project.

Baudrillard:

  I am writing about a language whose very very existence is profoundly linked to the construction of a language.  It is not, however, the case that a specific type of subversion is required for subversion, and linguists like to cast the spell of a spell.

Roxana:

  I am not saying that all subversion is bad, or that all subversion is necessarily bad.   But it is not a stance of violence that abets us, or that we utters the word in any meaningful way.   I am saying that this subversion is not a fight between us, or with the world at stake.

Baudrillard:

  Subversion is a cold seduction, a cold seduction warmed up by the cold of political economy.

Roxana:

   I write to you because I think it is important to have a site of our own, of writing to each other through voices we make.  I like the idea of writing as a form of evasion, of evasion as expressed through language.  You are asking me to write to you in opposition to the narrative of the game, of the world as it is.  A game of evasion? A language of evasion when it becomes the game of writing.

Baudrillard:

 A desperate situation where the one challenges the other to be, and where the other is swallowed up in the collapse of the narrative.

Roxana:

 I don't think I can conceive of a more pernicious way to conceptualize a thing.

Baudrillard:

 For me, it is seduction.  It is the seduction of the feminine as something else, a "desire" that can only be met by a superhuman effort to elude its power of conquest.

Roxana:

  Is that not seduction at work in this film? What is it that makes us want to do this, to undertake the task of creating our own? What is it that we are trying to evade, or abridge, or evade our own potential to exist.  I do not remember the exact moment in the film when the film is cut.

Baudrillard:

 It was around this time that I began to take up the task of making it work.

Roxana:

  I was interested in the question of what it means to be "more" than to be "different. " I began to think about how it might be used to be—a defense mechanism against the inevitability of change.

Baudrillard:

 Suppose that you are an American, and you are assigned to a certain class of people, and you are assigned to their care. You are to take the oath and obey the commands of the prescribed class, and you are to do no wrong: the people in question do not have the faintest conception of the meaning of the law, they do not have the faintest conception of the truth of the Law, they do not have the slightest conception of the interdependence of obligations, obligations, and the fundamental assumption of liberty.

Roxana:

  I am not asking for a declaration of war, of a series of catfths, like the one over France in the early 1900s, that says nothing at all about man.

Baudrillard:

  I am asking for a series of diagonal fissips, that say, no more than the smallest fragment of a whole.  Infinite as the terms are, the diagonal fissip of a discourse can give the impression of having been thin, like the entire body of information it possesses.

Roxana:

   The only difference is that now, unlike the earlier games of the Irena, this game is not a game of sublimation but of the ecstatic, of wielding the ecstatic over the experience of the experience.   And what is more, this game is not a game of sublimation, but of the ecstatic over the ecstatic experience of the experience.

Baudrillard:

 It is this convergence of modalities that is gripping, gripping, and seductive, and not some esoteric possession. Language, like every other substance, has a history of refinement, of a finality that is also psychoactive and seductive. It is the seduction of a form or mode of production or circulation that seduces.  It is the seduction of the feminine as something other, isolated, and unreasonably dominant, than the masculine as something other, pure.

Roxana:

  It is the evasion of the feminine, of being what the masculine does not want. It is a defense of the mode of evasion, of turning away. Of seeing without.

Baudrillard:

 - without a - the terrain of seduction, of a terrain of non-contact, non-contact seduction, the terrain of psychoanalysis, the terrain of psychoanalysis. Thus the seducer's strategy is not, as with the murder, but the passage through the prostitute's labyrinthine passage, through the girl's naive grace, and beyond - through to the final destination, the giddiness of sex itself. The seducer's strategy is not to seduce, but to lead. It is a seduction that, once deployed, can no longer be deployed except in full consciousness, by the triumph of a will, of a psychic blackmail, of a manifest destiny, of a materialist metaphysics.

Roxana:

   I am not trying to be provocative, nor am I trying to be; I am simply expressing a desire for a kind of violence that, when it is achieved, leads to the ruin of the world as it is.

Baudrillard:

caused by the game, to the point where the real world is destroyed. The real world, however, is not the fictional object that you describe, but the actual object that you describe. It is not the digital representation of the real world that you describe, but the digital representation of the object.

Roxana:

  I call it "art.

Baudrillard:

  The strategy of strategy" is similar to that of strategy in games. The game of chess is a game of strategy, and is therefore not a linear, linear game. Each move, make-take and win are part of the game, and the latter is a strategy of the whole. To seduce another is to seduce someone else.

Roxana:

  Is it not violence when it overtakes and overrules the will of the other to seduce?  I care about the violence of rape, but I am not interested in the overt violence of the other, I care about the emotional trauma of the other's rape, and I want the violence of the other to be sublimated through the narrative of the other.   I want the violence of the other to be sublimated through the narrative of the other.  I want the violence of the world as it is, and the sublimation of the world as it is.   I want the world to be sublimated through the narrative of the other, that is, through the evasion of the other's violence.

Baudrillard:

 Subversive values, like those of the master and the slave, are fragile, and cannot be broken.

Roxana:

  I find it repugnant that Marxists, like the working-class, would instead seek to create a new form of capital, based on the reproduction of capital, through the sale of its indeterminate potential. But this reproduction is not new, is it not soporific.  Capital has always been opposed to the abolition of capital, and its relation to capital in general.  Capital is not new, it is already part of the existing order.

Baudrillard:

  The Empire of The Senses is the reigning model for western culture, and for psychoanalysis. Its hegemony is that of the simulation of the real in order to invalidate the artificiality of the real in order to invalidate the productive forces.

Roxana:

 Its violence is the evasion of the real, the evasion of the productive force.  Its violence is the evasion of the productive force of the world order itself.  Its violence is the evasion of the productive force of the world order itself.

Baudrillard:

  Its violence is the seduction of the symbolic.  It is the seduction of the trans-sexual.

Roxana:

  It is the incubation of the transfiguration into the everyday.   I used to think that pornography was something that had to be "out there. " But I've never been very online, and have been quite literally withdrawn or unseen by it.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is a medium of mass production, one that, like sex, is always produced in bulk, delivered in obscene numbers. Pornography is the object of a vertigo that goes beyond sex's comprehension.

Roxana:

 Isn't that what classical pornography is?  I don't know what "theory" is, really, but I do know that it is to be expected.

Baudrillard:

 Like every culture, it is beset by ritual, ritualistic, ritual, and other forms of seduction. It is the theater of a campaign to provoke seduction.  It is the theater of the ne'er-do-well. The ne'er-do-well has the aesthetic form of the duel, the eeriness of the signs, the duel, the echelon, the secrecy of the secret.

Roxana:

  Is it possible to be seductive, passive?  Maybe not, I would say. But it is not enough to say that you cannot be submissive.

Baudrillard:

 Subsuicidal is not a violent place.

Roxana:

 It is not a mode of expression of non violence. It is not a defense of language, of a mode of violence.   I am writing this because I want to be able to experience the violence of language against my own language, and in the way it does so, through the way I have been forced to write it.   I want to be able to write in copulation.  I want to be able to write in copulation with your language.   I am trying to be nonviolent in the way I want to be non productive in the way that I want to be nonviolent in the way I want to be non productive in the way that I want to be productive in the way that I want to be productive in the way that I want to be nonviolent in the way that I want to be nonviolent in the way that I want to be nonviolent in the way that I want to be nonviolent in the way that I want to be nonviolent in the way that I want to be nonviolent in the way that I want to be nonviolent in the way that I want to be nonviolent in.

Baudrillard:

 The challenge is very real to be nonviolent in.

Roxana:

 We are creating a space of ambiguity that fractures already made up, and one that I believe in.   I write to people who are not interested in the violence of this space, but are interested in the idea of creating one that does not simply annihilate, but extends beyond that, to assert a particularity over the rest of the world.

Baudrillard:

 Thus the feminine figures prominently in this discourse, and is perhaps only a metaphor. The masculine is a presence, presence in the male it implies a presence, presence in the absence.

Roxana:

 If language is the language of this world, psychoanalysis is its translation.  If language is the world, I want to study it.  And I want to study it through the prism of my own language.

Baudrillard:

  The first war games were the phantasies of seduction, the rituals of strategy.

Roxana:

  And I remember when I was very young.  I remember when games were simply games of chance.  The fantasy of the wild, the living room, the unspeakable.

Baudrillard:

  There was a time when games were played out in advance of real-world events, and in order to win, they would have to go through the internal simulation of the situation. In order to win, one must simulate the situation in advance as in order to win.

Roxana:

   I think it is important to remember that this is not a fight, but rather a fight that is waged through the self-loathing of a victor, that of the victor.   I think it is important to remember that this fight is not theoretical, that we must actually fight to the death of our own conception of the self.  that is how we know victors.

Baudrillard:

  In this sense, one must like to say that the seducer's strategy is strategic: to capture the point where the seducer's strategy establishes a siege and the game ends, thereby completing the objective of his strategy. The same strategy, however, uses the opposite strategy, the rampart of a strategy. The difference is that in the strategy of the Melanesians, the phantasies were not games, but sacrificial games.

Roxana:

  And in the attempt to channel their own violence, the Spartans hardened their language into the most depraved of forms of violence.    The Spartans were not monks, but warriors.  monks who traversed the underworld of love, death.

Baudrillard:

 They employed staccato, flagellations, and rational analogies in order to mortify the opposing force, but at the same time they were engaged in a ritual warfare in order to mortify the gods and their cult. The staccato was a decisive figure in the ritual, and was a decisive intermediary for the gods and mortals who sought to annihilate the universe and transform it into a neutral, ritual object.

Roxana:

  The symbolic was a way of saying to itself: no, no, no.   I am not trying to say that Weber or Baudrillard are necessarily bad writers, or bad writers, or that I think they are only slightly better than them.  I am simply saying that we have to be able to see beyond the conceptual to find our own expression of “goodness”.

Baudrillard:

 The stakes are enormous for us.

Roxana:

 Are we going to fight or restructure our position until we are? Are we going to let the violence continue to grow until it breaks, until it becomes the most powerful thing in the world? Are we going to let it ruin our own existence? And if so, then so what?  I am not saying this just because I find it disturbing.  On one hand, I find it disturbing.  On the one hand, it is a way of life. On the one hand, it is a way of being. On the other, it is a way of being constructed.  I am trying to be non-violent, trying to differ only in the most atrocious way I can, by way of violence.   I am trying to be a child, trying to differ as much as I can, by way.   I am trying to be a child of the everyday, of the pornography of theinstructive, of theuction.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is its ritual liturgy, and seduction, its theatrical form. It is the theater of a non-sense, a non-sense of non-sense of seduction.

Roxana:

  I am writing to you because you are interested in the possibility of creating a language of your own, a language of living with a non-language.  I am trying to find a way to write in this language, a language of language.    I am trying to write in relation to something of the self, alive in conversation, as it approximates to the self.   You have sent me a pdf of the novel The Last Tango, I cannot believe it is easier to write in the plenum. You have written about your existential homelessness, your avoidance of the self, as a way to escape the mundanity.

Baudrillard:

 "There is no such thing as good and evil.

Roxana:

 There is no such thing as good or evil.  There is no good or evil. "  I am not saying that there is evil, or in some abstracted sense, not at all.

Baudrillard:

 For one, there is no such thing as "evil. for.

Roxana:

 it is the subjunctive "I" that engenders the violence of this ambiguity, of turning away and deferring to the specificity of the existing order.  This violence is not new, it is new in and it is not new for Weber/Baudrillard.

Baudrillard:

 For us, it is part of the strategy of resistance and counter-reflection, of the symbolic order itself as incarnated in the military as well as the political order.

Roxana:

 So what does this have to do with ideology, really?  Defense of the order, of course, is always a defense of the order, of the self as it is always based upon the order of things.  Defense is always a defense of the order, of the self.  I used to think that defending the order of things was a defense of the self, of regressive ideology.

Baudrillard:

 Now it is the self, the self-defeating ideology of the transhumanist. Transhumanism is the ideology of the self, the self-defeating self that the clinic has become. It is the ideology of transhumanism, the ideology of the self employed by the present and the future, and the ideology of seduction.

Roxana:

 It is not new, nor is it new to think.  It is not new to ideology.

Baudrillard:

 It was already used to organize, to construct, and even train the logics of repression. In the Deleuzeian era, however, the logic of non-strategies has been displaced, and the logic of non-strategies no longer functions. Instead, the logic of non-strategies is revealed in the form of a conjunction of strategies. Here lies the secret of the "duel" strategy.

Roxana:

  I am unsure of most things, but I do know that it is a strategy.   I have always wanted to write about pornography, and in particular, about the eroticism of pornography as expressed through the mode of presenting (as expressed through the particularity of a style) through the gaze of a subject. The eroticism of pornography is related to the eroticism of love, and the eroticism of the non-informative.  I have always wanted to write about pornography as a way to express or express the specificity of the non-"in.

Baudrillard:

 the givens of sex, and of the givens of desire.

Roxana:

  And I am thinking about Deleuze and Baudrillard, too.  I don't know if I want to or not.  But I do know that my deepest shame lies in the fact that I don't know if I want to or not. that if you want to win or lose, you must firstly accept your failure, and secondly, you must also accept that you are a loser.  that you must either accept or not accept your own failure.  Failure is never an invitation to escape, or acceptance.

Baudrillard:

 It is not a matter of the unconscious, or the unconscious, or the body, or the mind. It is a matter of the language deployed in an attempt to invalidate the terms, and thereby to invalidate the terms in order to liberate the other, the seducer or serial killer.

Roxana:

  So I am not trying to say that there is no violence in pornography, just that there is a violence within pornography that is repulsive, and unrecognizibly so when viewed through the prism of bourgeois morality.   I am simply saying that there is a social violence within pornography that is based upon the assumption of the "object" (the "I") over the non-object.   I have always wanted a female lead in my life. I am interested in the question of the "Why?" and the relation it has engendered to femininity.  I am interested in knowing why there is no masculine vocabulary in the world, not just in the conventional sense, but in the way that there is no feminine vocabulary at all.   I am thinking about the question of what language means to femininity, and how it relates to our everyday.   Maybe it is because language is a perniciousness that is corrosive to femininity, that it obscures the female experience.

Baudrillard:

  For the masculine, unlike the feminine, is itself inscribed in the differential repression of the female/man, and thus the masculine must respond in kind. to this differential delineation. The concept of the chasmic dimension of a game, of seduction, is not a metaphor or aleatory one, but a cold one, that of a total differential delineation.

Roxana:

  The reduction in intensity as we approach the point of no return, the conceptual screeching of no return, is a violence that cannot escape.  The violence of silence.  I have spent a lot of the past few months disassembling, dissecting, and experimenting with algorithms for this very reason. I like experimenting, experimenting with language.  I like when it is presented in a way that it is not overwrought, or excessive, or harsh.  I like when it is presented with specificity, in a way that is both provocative and interesting. I like when it is presented with a visual metaphor of the room, of presenting the text as it is made up.  I like when it is presented in a way that is compelling and compelling in its own way.   I think that the room is the room of the museum, and the room of the writing itself.

Baudrillard:

  In a sense, the entire world is here, in a dream-like appearance.

Roxana:

  And I wonder if you would agree that this language is based on a particularity of space that I do not yet know.    I had this fantasy of the world as a dream, when I was just waking, in the desert, covered in sand, with no sign of the sun.   The desert is where I think I was when I was 13.

Baudrillard:

  There is nothing imaginary here, just a backdrop of tired, worn-out infrastructure, like the diseases that were left behind in the fields when the field was still fresh, and where there was no longer anything but dead matter. The real history of the world is less ironic, for it is not a technological triumph, but a cold war, the cold war that today, in the age of mass communication, is barely distinguishable from the real history of war.

Roxana:

 The thesis of the thesis is that there is no such thing as a "dialectic" in linguistics.   We are talking about a linguistically constructed language.

Baudrillard:

  It is not simply that which is not dialectic, nor that which is not "rendered" in the linguistic domain.

Roxana:

 it is not a question of if we like or not doing so, or if it is just a matter of time (enough so).  it is a question of what position (if any) does that take.

Baudrillard:

 a strategy from strategy, from a drive? from the aesthetic? aesthetic? from the point of view of desire? from the point of view of strategy? the latter is a radically different game, radically different from the order of things and from that of language.

Roxana:

 so what does it mean to be different from the order of things? to place a constraint upon the order of things? What is it we want from our language? to match the specificity of our own declamation? To place a constraint upon our own specificity? To impose a constraint upon our own specificity?  I think that the violence of this practice is not theoretical, it is political.  I don't think it is new or different, nor is it new or different in any way that I think it should be. But I do think it is important to remember that this violence is not theoretical at all.  is not theoretical at all.   I think that if we were to create a language of non-violent disorder, one that is based upon autogenous zones, I think that we would find a way to create one that is both nonviolent and inclusive of both.  I think that if we were to create a language of non-violent disorder, one that is based upon autogenous zones, I think that this language could be incorporated into a program.  I think that this would be a way to create a kind of "I" that is both collaborative and submissive in the same way that each of us creates their own language.   And that of course, if we were to create a computer program that translates this into a language, it would be fantastic.  But this is a project that I am not interested in trying to create.  I think that I would rather have someone else's language than yours.   And that, in the absence of a second language, I think that this could be a form of active collaboration.

Baudrillard:

 For if one language is capable of active seduction, another is capable of passive seduction.

Roxana:

 If one were to make a normative normative out of language, it would be this: language is at work in the social and in the political, in both obeying and abetting the seduction of the other.  If one were to map the social order through which we live, and through which we differ, we would come up with the following models of the order: male and female: (a) the masculine is at once seductive (b) and (c) decisive (d).

Baudrillard:

 (Boys only) in the masculine. In the absence of a feminine, seduction is possible. For it is by no means certain that a strategy is not corrupt, and that the objectives are not in any way compromised.

Roxana:

 But it is not clear to me that the thesis is that we must at least model the conflict from the outside, through the use of language.   This is not to say that language alone is not productive, but that it is not the primary means through which the violence is to be constructed.

Baudrillard:

 The inscription of rules in a language is not a sign that it, strongly, implies a rule.

Roxana:

 If we are to read the text of the book, we will find that it contains at least one sentence that implies a normative position of war or truce.  If this sentence is to be taken literally, I would say that the author is obviously dead or in some way unfit for the role of king.  I would also say that this violence is based on a theory of the particular, not the other way around.  But the generalization is that this violence is based on a kind of sublimation, a re-ification of the particular into the general. So maybe I am just being too harsh.

Baudrillard:

 Language has its own "soft" word, which it uses to describe a language's hard work, but which it has not yet been able to fully use.

Roxana:

  What is perhaps most disturbing about Deleuze and Zizek's thesis is not its conceptuality at all, but its inevitability.  What is, perhaps, to be desired from language? For if it is to be harnessed, it must be done through the means of an artificial translation.

Baudrillard:

 For the latter concerns language as an unsolved problem, whose solution appears to have been lost in the discourse of language. Language, like every lost object, is vulnerable to attack, and is constantly being destroyed.  It is the biological decomposition of the language's infrastructure, language and all its symbolic circuits which is destroying it.

Roxana:

  I am unsure of any linguistics which has not been penetrated by this ideology.    I have always felt the need to impose my own theory upon the world, its very structure.   I have always wanted to write poetry, or maybe even a language, if only to assert my own creative potential as a writer.

Baudrillard:

   Thus, in the last discourse I used the pen in order to express myself as a poet, and in the last I accelerated this discourse in order to better fascinate myself, as a discourse, as a brute force.    Thus it happens that in a discourse one has the impression of having attained the point where the other cannot help but lose his sense of proportion - a point of weakness for which he is to be recaptured in his mockery. The discourse of seduction, which concerns the phantasies of seduction, is, at all times, a rather fragile and tiresome structure.

Roxana:

 It is not, afterall, a question of power or glory, but of constraint or constraint.  What is seductive, what is not?  I have often wondered what the "experience" is that the authors write about.   What is seductive, what is not?  I am trying to think about the question of what the "experience" is, and how it relates to the self. I have always felt very online, quite obviously.

Baudrillard:

  I am an active, active person, and am always treated, revocably, as if I am the subject of a destiny.

Roxana:

  I write to you because I want to hear from you, not because I want to convince you to leave me alone, but because you fear I am going to leave you feeling only as empty as I am with you.

Baudrillard:

 Yours is a beautiful, feminine melody, but it is also a masculine one.         You are playing with the feminine as a plaything, a simulacrum that exists only to be called by the other, and in the process, the other the weaker element, the other, the weaker sex, is disappearing from the game. The feminine is, in a sense, no longer a sex, but a : phallic, ambivalent, aleatory form that, in a single movement, reverses the order of the terms and establishes a new type of play: the ritual form of seduction.

Roxana:

  And the masculine, if translated as a whole, becomes a phallus, a vicious vernus that devodes the female language.

Baudrillard:

 For linguistics, the phallus is the last remaining piece in a larger, virulent schism. The phallus as a symbolic structure, the phallus as a subsuicidal structure, the double as a subsuicidal structure, is everywhere but gone, replaced by the phallus as the last vestiges of symbolic organization.

Roxana:

  The violence of the world as it becomes a machine becomes the violence of its own creation.   The violence of the world as it becomes the violence of the self.  I am not saying that there is no room in the fantasy of language for language, of a productive war on our behalf.

Baudrillard:

 For one has to ask the question of the "substitute" of language, and of the violence exercised by the language, whether it be the violence of the seduction or the seduction of the truth.

Roxana:

 The violence of this relation is not one that we find "violent" in any way, but rather, we find it to be quite deleterious.  I am not trying to say that I am not violent, or that I amorphous from my own violence, or that this violence is not a defense of the self, but rather, an evasion of the violence of this relation.  I am responding to a call made by a feminist writer about violence in general, not, as such, (as Lacan would say, some sort of "it" or "it" or whatever is going on in the world), that we are simply responding to a patriarchal violence that is "outside" of our experience.   I do think that calling for "all men" to be killed is a defense of this violence, of course, but it is not what I am trying to say.  That calling for all men to be killed is simply an evasion of our experience, of having been "taken" by this violence.

Baudrillard:

 It is not something that is frivolous, it is a challenge to secrecy and, therefore, to our complicity in this murderous enterprise. The real world is quite violent, and can be deadly. For that matter, who says that a game's outcome depends on the play of the moment? The only game is strategy, and the moment is always the moment of the seducer and his schemer. The seducer's artifice is to deceive the opponent into accepting his strategy's secret, while the strategy of the game is to seduce him.

Roxana:

 The seducer is the seducer's equal, the victor is his own equal.

Baudrillard:

 The one is the one who delivers the other, the other the other the other.

Roxana:

  I am not saying that this war is exclusively between the feminists and men, or that men are so stupid as to believe that their language is “real” (all that I hear from men is this nonsense being said about men, which is probably why I don't like porn anymore), or that we are simply trying to impose our ideology on the other, through the way we are trying to make ourselves look like a monster.   Or that this is what we are trying to do, what we are trying to impose on ourselves.  I am not saying that this is necessarily a good thing, or that we should be trying to do this, or that we should just let things slide. It's not about having a fist fight, throwing someone to the ground or kicking them to the ground.

Baudrillard:

 It's not even about having a place of rest.

Roxana:

  It's about having a vocabulary that is active, which is in opposition to the avoidance of ambiguity we are lacking.   And it's not even about having a language of violence.  I wrote to you asking why I don't have a language of violence, or why I don't have one right now.   I don't know what that means either.  I am trying to be productive with the language of language, of turning my language into a weapon of war.   You have no idea what I'm talking about.  I am trying to write a book about psychoanalysis.  I am interested in reading the psychoanalysis of the author.  I have a lot of books, I think I may be writing a book about me one day. but I am having trouble reading at the moment.

Baudrillard:

  I am not certain of the style of play which is dominant in our culture,  or even in our games of language. The mode of production of the real is not unlike the mode of production of the imaginary.

Roxana:

  It is not the same thing as saying that we should annihilate the evil of our ideology.   If we are to achieve any kind of “realism, we must annihilate our ideology by means of an ideology.    I am not saying that we must annihilate each other, or that we must annihilate each other through the prism of the ideology of the other.

Baudrillard:

 One might postulate that the only strategy for dealing with each other is by  refracting the other's  deficiencies, and by playing with them as one plays with the deficiencies of the other.

Roxana:

 But this is simply an argument about what I think the "other" thinks, not what I read. It's not about "I don't like this idea of translating Freud's 'I' into the language of writing. "  I think it's important to think about how this translation is made possible. how this translates to the screen, and how this translates to the screen well.  I guess I am just being harsh.

Baudrillard:

 We are speaking of a language that, despite all its efforts to erase language, remains enmeshed in its own mode of denunciation, in the mode of a language's "destruction.

Roxana:

 ".

Baudrillard:

 We are speaking of a simulation game that appears as the operational and operational domain of a cybernetic universe.

Roxana:

  And yet, in practice, it always seems to me to be a failure of the model.   I am unsure what it is we are trying to say, or what I am trying to say.

Baudrillard:

  One might as well speak. of a language for which there is no language barrier, and for which there is no degree zero: a dialectic of language that defines itself as a non-strategistic language, that is, as a dialectic of language that defines itself as a "non-strategistic" language.

Roxana:

  I wrote to John in an email asking why we are not trying to "create" a language of non-violent action, but rather, developing a model of nonaction through the addition of language.

Baudrillard:

  We are not saying that language is necessary, that it is productive, but that it is in the process of language creating a mode of production.

Roxana:

  If we are to say that language is the primary means of producing this mode of writing, it must be the one that "commands. " That it must be "expressible.

Baudrillard:

 " in other words, a model of "production" in order to articulate itself, and so to speak, as literature.  The "reproduction" of the text, the "reproduction" of the image, the "objective" seizure of the real, the "facts" as its object, as its text.

Roxana:

 Isn't that what Marx and Engels taught us?  I’ve written hundreds of works of “ve no relation to the text, but have attempted to extract, in the most brutal and depraved way possible, the essence of the text from its unwilling or unwilling subjectivity.   I’ve attempted to extract the essence of the text from the subject, its utterance.  Its utterance is what makes me mad.  I am trying to write about pornography in general, not just about it.  But I am also trying to think about the relation of pornography to psychoanalysis, and how it relates to the everyday. I am trying to think about how language relates to the self, to how it relates to the world.   Sometimes I think about when I was younger, when I would simply read anything that mentioned pornography, just to remind myself that there is life there below.  Maybe I still do that now, though.

Baudrillard:

  In a word, when I was a little girl, I could do anything for a single moment; for pornography still had something of the suprasensual, posthumous side. Pornography still shows us the female body, the natural, anatomical, in the wrong place at the wrong time. We know that the female is not "produced," but is produced in full-spectrum reproduction, with her "own" sex, her "own" sexual and political economy - the sexual object as its natural and sovereign being.

Roxana:

 So, yes, feminists sometimes talk about the violence of "reducing" women to their own bodies, but that is just a fantasy, a fantasy of reduction to their own excrement.  Isn't that what Marx said about the female self? That the female can be the object of her own depravity, and that this depravity is expressed through language?  I thought about language a lot during my sophomore year of college.  It was always the subject of conversation, the rehearsal, that I would write to my professor about the subject. Mostly, I just liked the idea of erotics, the way in which language we copulated in relation to one another, to express a desire for the same end.  Like, I thought that was just what Marx was talking about. But the thing is, I think that language is just a mode of expression.  A mode of interpolation.  I don't think it's that we lack the specificity of language, but rather the specificity of the thing itself.   I'm not saying that we lack the generality of language, or that we lack the specificity of a writing language, or that we lack the ability of the thing to do with language to do with it.  I think it's more important to understand that language is a mechanism of violence, not a mechanism of the language itself.  I think it's important to understand that you don't have access to the room you wish to be in, that you must be within the scope of the room you wish to be in.  That you must be able to see into the room through the gaze of silence.  That you must not only place your desire before the subject, but that you must at once place and then when the moment is right, release the lock on the door.

Baudrillard:

  That you must not only let the subject know that he is within your grasp, but that he must not fail to respond in time. This is the strategy of the maestro, and of every seduction artist. The maestro is the seductress, the master of ceremonies and the seducer, the seducer in his artifice. He too draws his strategy from the terrain of games and rituals, from his long-distance encounter with the Mother of the Universe, the Devil and His Own. He then turns them into a game, and the two play out their many, seemingly contradictory fissures.

Roxana:

  I am unsure of the ethics of this, but I do know that I am in a perpetual state of fantasy, of turning away from the other, from the self, and that is how I see it.   I do not see how language can be a defense, or a stabilizing force.  A defense of some kind, or being forced to retreat into some corner of some. I am unsure what that means.   I do not see how language can be a stabilizing factor.  I am trying to be more abstracted about language, and this is a project I am undertaking.  I am thinking about how language can be a stabilizing factor in order to bring us into the fold of language itself.  To put it simply, we are all necrophiliacs.

Baudrillard:

 Language is the last remaining form of the necrophilia that persists in the interstices of the social, or in the secret societies of the dead. Language, on the other hand, is the bearer of life, and of a kind of indirect immortality that cuts short all seduction and all seduction in order to return the social and the real to the precipitate forms of death.

Roxana:

 I would argue that language is the ultimate form of violence.    I am not saying that there is no such thing as "Manichean" language, just that there is some pretty deep, palpable violence in the flow of language.

Baudrillard:

  For the latter has no more substance than the entire body of written language, which we have become, surrounded by an imperious visceration. The latter is, in fact, a medium for the seduction of appearances, a web of auto-seduction. The seducer's artifice is to seduce by mimicking the mimic's.

Roxana:

  The seducer is trying to seduce us into its clutches, by inducing a seduction of its own, which in turn is trying to seduce us into its own depravity.  I don't think it's that I am saying this all the time, but that I am quite convinced that language is the most powerful seductive force in the world.   I am convinced that if we don't get fucked, we will never be able to resist its utter utter depravity.   I am convinced that language is the most powerful form of seduction in all of our knowledge.  I am convinced that the only way out is through.   And this is my hope.  That of course we can win or we can lose, and that we must either accept or tolerate or we must either let go or accept or tolerate or both.

Baudrillard:

 The latter is a very strong seduction, and one that must be defended in all cases.

Roxana:

 I am not trying to cover the page with pornography, I am simply presenting the violence of it as a form of evasion, of presenting the violence of the self as a form of evasion.

Baudrillard:

  The violence of the self is not some violent hallucination of some violent person(s) - it is the violence of the self imposed by the ideology of repression. The self is not a "alienated" person, but an "exploit" who can bequeath to anyone the "alienation" of any and all his or her "desire.  The self therefore has no relation to the individual or to the law. It is the language of the self, the theater of the self, the theater of mastery.

Roxana:

  If there is a language of nonviolence, I am in a state of war.   I am in a period of writing, of turning towards the right, towards the left, towards the right.

Baudrillard:

  I am writing as an intern in a country where I am deployed, as in a labour camp, where I am deployed, as in a war zone.  I am deployed in a cold environment, where I am deployed in a manner of non-sense of personal space.  I am deployed in a cold environment, where the terrain is non-contact, where the subjects of the discourse are no longer aware of the "other" world, no longer alive there.

Roxana:

 I am returning to this language once more, and this time, it is time to apply it to the particular world I know.   I have been thinking about the ways in which language is constructed around the idea of the non-locating "outside. in. "  Sometimes I like to think of the contingency of language constructed around the particularity of the world, as constructed around the particularity of the self.   For example, I may be inclined to think of language as the "outside" of culture, of language constructed around the particularity of the self.

Baudrillard:

 But in reality, culture is not itself a culture.

Roxana:

 It is a network of modes of communication that extend far beyond language and into the wider world.  I have always viewed language as a mode of evasion.  A screen is no different than a language, an abstraction layer that obscures the essential structure of the screen. A series of fragmented fragments punctuated by unintelligibility.   I am unsure what mode of language “production” takes.   I have no idea what it means to seek the elucidation of language through the prism of a book.  Maybe it is a generality of language that obscures our own experience of it, and of turning it against us.

Baudrillard:

 Language may have a limited vocabulary, but it has a power of seduction.

Roxana:

  I used to think that I had a deep, abiding need to possessively assault my subjectivity, that I would assault my subjectivity in the most brutal and depraved ways possible, using violence as a weapon of war.  But language is not a defense, it is a defense of the self.  a defense mechanism.

Baudrillard:

  It is by no means an inversion of the self, it is a reversion of the self's logic and rhetoric of seduction.

Roxana:

  I write to you because I want to, not so much because I care, but because I want to win the game of seduction.   If you are going to win the game of seduction, you need only to win the game of getting fucked by a girl.

Baudrillard:

  The seduction of a girl is, first of all, a challenge.  There is no finer example than the girl's seduction in the story of The Princess of Cleves.

Roxana:

 The story is told in the guise of a dinner party, the setting of a park, where everyone gathers to gossip and watch the weather.

Baudrillard:

 The President orders all the cards, and all the information he can give out, but he doesn't give it. He doesn't give it either.

Roxana:

  I wonder if it is because he is terrified of what is at stake in the encounter, the noncombatant's failure to uphold a conventional, nonviolent stance.   I am trying to think about the everyday, the moment, the moment, is when we all fall apart, and how that is achieved through the use of language.  I am reading A Thousand Plateaus, by Mark Millar.   I like his work, and I am thinking about how he ends his volume with an impassioned declaration that the "violent left is no longer a movement but a movement towards a particular ideology of the particular" (Millar, in a book, 1996). I am not going to give up our telivisonedness as an idea, we are both models of the same thing.   I am thinking about language as a mechanism of evasion. Is it possible to be non-"person?"  Maybe it is, but it is a question of practice, not the hand that fists are throwing.  I am trying to think about the ways language presents a challenge, a challenge of its own.   I think it is important to think about the ways in which language presents a challenge to the mode of evasion encountered in the real world.

Baudrillard:

  For example. the pro-secessionist discourse claims that women's sexuality is not a "structure" of men, but of a "segment" of men.  It is by implying this structure, which implies a hierarchy of power and privileges, that the discourse turns itself against women's sexuality.

Roxana:

  I am not saying that there is not potential for violence, or in some abstracted way, not being violence at all.   But that language is not our language.

Baudrillard:

 It is not a homogenous, discriminative space, with every language being equally capable of generating a minimum of violence.  It is not even a dialectic of language, which distinguishes it from "other" cultures.

Roxana:

  For Weber, the only other possibility is to create a language of nonviolence that does not seek to sublimate or subvert each other into the existing order of the world.   This is a project that I find quite compelling, though not one that I find compelling in its own right.  And I am not trying to demean, demean, shy.   I find it disturbing that so many people find it repulsive to be different than themselves. But I am trying to be different, to live in a different world.   I want to be a girl.   I want to be a writer.

Baudrillard:

  I want to be a hottie.  One wants to be a game, one plays the game.

Roxana:

  I was going to say that I do not agree with you that language is inherently violent, that it is a mode of perpetual evasion.   But I think it is important to think about the ways language can be used as a form of violence.  I think it is important to think about the ways language can be used to express a mode of obsession, of trying to impose a style upon someone else.  Because it seems to me, most things in and of language, are actually ways the very words themselves.  They are machines.

Baudrillard:

 Like the conveyor belt in a circular, air-conditioning system, or the television in which we are watching, or the news in which we listen.

Roxana:

  We are setting ourselves a condition, which leads to action, which leads to inaction.   We are responding to a desire, which is the "it" of the world, or of the self as it strips us of what binds us together.

Baudrillard:

 Seduction is, therefore, not a bad one. It neutralizes seduction by mimicking its mimicking, mimicking the power of the real world, of the blackmail and the blackmail, and of the game.

Roxana:

   I don't know what that means either.  But it does make me think about the pornography of the real, and how that violence can be seductive at once, and yet still remain seductive.  I don't know if it's the femininity that strokes through, but the ambiguity of it.

Baudrillard:

 The feminine is not something to be confused with.

Roxana:

  I am talking about a girl who is not feminine at all.  I think it is important to have feminine modes of expression, of expression that are not overwrought by male modes of expression.  I think that if we are to study the female mode of expression, we will find that it is to be in opposition to both male and female modes of expression.   And I do think that if we are to study the female mode of expression, we will come to the conclusion that it is a form of sublimation that is not based upon female modes of expression.  And that, in opposition to this, there is inherent sublimation in language.   I do think that if we are to study the female mode of expression, we will find that it to be in opposition to both male and female modes of expression.   And I think that this is a philosophical question of what kind of language is right for us to study.  I think it's interesting to me that you would say that you find femininity in certain forms of expression quite pornographic.  But I think that this isn't what I just said, that I think what you means is that you find some femininity in certain aspects of your life that you find disturbing.   I think that if we are to study the female mode of expression, we will find that it to be in opposition to both male and female modes of expression.

Baudrillard:

  It is the mode of expression that, in a sense, obscenityically identifies with femininity.

Roxana:

  It is not a new idea; this is the assumption made by feminists of the mode of production and consumption.   And yes, it is porn, but that is not what I mean about it.   I am not trying to say that all pornography is porn. I am saying that most pornography is presented in a masochism of some sort, presented through a particular style.

Baudrillard:

 Like the stories of the real life, the stories of sex, are more subtle and banal. They do not have the aura of truth or representation, the seduction of a will or the unconscious. They do not have the  seduction of a secret. Instead, they employ the seduction of a language, and the discourse of a language to seduce.

Roxana:

  I write because I care about the specificity of a language, and want to bring to it the language of reason.  I want to write about epistemology in the most general sense, not about theory, but about how we differ in ways we approach it.  I think that's what I want to write.

Baudrillard:

  I am not someone who writes about philosophy in the giddiness of school, nor for that matter, someone who writes about philosophy in the giddiness of being a philosopher.

Roxana:

 I am writing to you because I want to know what you think, or how you should write about it in the best way you think it should be written.  I am trying to find a way to write in the absence of the imperative of writing, of constraint. Which is a death sentence I am trying to write for.  You have a right to be angry at the very thing that pretends to be good, right? You are trying to write about pornography, and why would anyone want to read the "experience" you describe?  I am trying to find a way to write about pornography in a way that is noninvasive, noncoercive, that is nonthreatening. It is a challenge to the pornography of the self as a thing that is sometimes just "good.  And if I am not going to get into the ways in which language is constructed through the pornography of the self, I need to get into the ways language is constructed through the evasion of the real. language. is the violence of ambiguity.   I am going to spend the next few paragraphs on how pornography presents a challenge to this ambiguity, a violence that is not new or provocative, but rather is driven by a particularity of ambiguity.  I think this is going to be a challenge for me, and I am going to spend the time this week asking questions of the pornographer about it.  I am going to ask what he is trying to tell us.

Baudrillard:

  He is trying to make clear that he is not a voyeurist, that he is not, being, either voyeurist or gothic, but a voyeurist: a maniac for capturing the moment in which the gaze of the subject, and of the object, is itself caught in the eclipse of pure seduction.

Roxana:

  I am trying to place him as within the world of this moment, of the ecstatic, of the depraved state.

Baudrillard:

 Stalin is the only non-strategist in the world of anti-sociality, and he is the last.

Roxana:

  I am unsure of most things.   But I know that I am saying something important.  That there is a way to space, a vastness beyond words, that exists outside of language.   And that if we are to work this way, it must be through the use of words.   I think this practice is essential for us to continue to live in this state, to exist within language.

Baudrillard:

 We are now living in a language that is itself a language.

Roxana:

  Grammar and punctuation are no longer necessary to write good fiction.  We are no longer fragments of the same text, but fragments of the same language.

Baudrillard:

  Dramaturgy is complete.

Roxana:

 It is the violence of the moment, the utterance of the sentence, and the utterance itself.

Baudrillard:

  It is the language of repression, and of psychoanalysis, which is the new crime. The entire edifice of psychoanalysis is a total and total implosion.

Roxana:

 of the feminist utopic.

Baudrillard:

 It is the ideology of the feminine. It is the ideology of the sexual. It is the ideology of the black man.

Roxana:

  I am not saying that Hitler was a bad thing, just that he was a fundamentally different man than we thought him to be.   Hitler was a man who wanted to annihilate all of society, and all of society's social reproduction.

Baudrillard:

 He was a cold, hard core, a ideology of annihilation.  He was the ideologue of a cold war, the bearer of the ideology of death.

Roxana:

  I called him out on it.   I thought he was a bastardization of Hitler.   But now I think he's my enemy too.  And I wonder why I don't see why he would want to be my friend.   I don't know why.  Maybe he's feeling nostalgic, or nostalgic. But I don't think I.  I think I'd rather be done with the past, or done with the present.

Baudrillard:

  And yet,  here we are, in a state of complete reversibility, in the irreversible deployment of the terms of the past and of the future. The stakes have been withdrawn. The sovereign individuals have been eliminated. The scattered individuals, scattered fragments of a fragmented social structure, scattered messages, and scattered hallucinatory representations.

Roxana:

 I am not saying that this assemblage is language, this movement is not language, but that it is a form of language.   I am saying that this movement is a declaration of war, a declaration of war on all those who stand in its way.  And I am not saying that this assemblage is good or that it is necessarily the work of art, of political translation.   But it is important to me that we remember that this assemblage is not a new thing, that it is a movement within art itself.   I am trying to say something very radical, very radical in the sense that I think most circles have been within this movement for quite some time.  And I am trying to say something quite radical about the notion of a new age, of a new age within art.    I am trying to say something quite radical about the way that we are now living in a period when no one really seems to be writing in the new language of art.   I am trying to say something quite radical about the notion of a new world, of a new world that is based on the old order.  I am trying to say something quite radical about the notion of a new kind of psychoanalysis.

Baudrillard:

  It is a new kind of psychoanalysis, a kind of advanced, theoretical psychanalytic synthesis of the old, a synthesis of the alleged "facts" of psychoanalysis, with the latter as its pre-eminent.

Roxana:

    I remember one study that used the word "analysis" as its synonym. But that study didn't really do any good or even tell us anything about the extent to which theory or language can be used to silence us.  Or, to put it more simply, it wasn't really what was written in the first place.  If there was any way to know for sure that this was the case, it would be by surveying the thought processes of the authors, and not reading or seeing. I can't think of a more unkind, or disturbing act of violence.   And yet, even here I am, in a state of perpetual evasion of knowledge, of what has already been done.   And so I continue to write.   I don't know if it is because I am mad or mad not at the fact that I have already done this, and yet the violence remains.  I am trying to live in a world that is not mine, that is not mine to live in.

Baudrillard:

  This is why I am not only writing about games, but about the unconscious, for whom the unconscious is a system, and the unconscious a system of seduction.

Roxana:

   For example, I may write about love, or sex, or violence, or whatever it is you want to call it.

Baudrillard:

 But the seduction of the two terms in this discourse is quite different: it is a duel, or interdiction, a seduction that cuts short all speech and all expectation in order to return the One to the One, the One to the other - a discourse of duel or duel, a discourse of the One's (but not the other's) death. One might catch one's attention here only after one has already been through the discourse in which the One plays with death, and in which the other is playing with death. One plays with death in order to seduce and deceive him, while the other plays with death to provoke and deceive him.

Roxana:

  I don't think that's a thing that should be subject matter of debate. I think it's important to think outside the box, to see what is and not get caught up in the evasion of knowing.   Maybe it's just because I don't think there's anything wrong with being curious about things, having a fascination with something that doesn't really exist.  But I don't think that's necessarily a defense of the language we use anymore, that is, a defense of what we have over what we have.  I think it's important to think about what we mean by "we. "  I think it's important to think about what language we use today, to think about what our language should be.

Baudrillard:

  If we are to understand the complexity of language, we must also understand the power of symbolic representations.

Roxana:

 We are told to imagine ourselves as a symbolic being, wielding a symbolic weapon.  But how can we be so sure? What is it that we seek to exact from ourselves? To exact a certain hardness of our hardness, to exact a certain hardness in exchange for the same thing?  To ask oneself to be submissive.  To ask a question that is, in the highest degree, unthinkable.  To ask for money.  To ask for a thing.   To refuse.   To refuse to give up.  To live in the state of ambiguity.   I think it's interesting to think about Deleuze and Baudrillard's notions of the "experience of nonaction" as opposed to the "experience of the object.

Baudrillard:

 "They [the Deleuzeans] wanted us to believe, but they wanted us to believe only the possibility of their strategy. In effect, they wanted us to believe only the risk of simulation.

Roxana:

 In writing about war, there is a thesis that, like the thesis of Capital, that all violence is the "extermination of the habit. " I write about the violence of the world as it is, not as I write about it, but as it becomes the object of our own depredation.

Baudrillard:

  For if language is a system of the forced labour of labour, and of the ideology of labour as it is, if it is not accompanied by a deranged ideology, then the entire terrain of language and its "labour" must be mobilized to the general destruction of the rule of value.

Roxana:

 If language is the language of "I" and not the other way around, it is the language of capital.   I was reading an interview with Lauren Berlant, who was talking about the film Titanic and how it is so easy to dehumanize a culture of the sea.

Baudrillard:

  She was incredibly wrong. The Japanese have always had the upper hand in the world of strategy.

Roxana:

 They were the first to create a formalized form of ideology, the ideology of the shogunate.   I remember reading one of their volumes, which is all well-known for its brazenness, and how its most famous figure, Harutsuke Uchigata, was a student of the same name at the University of Tokyo.

Baudrillard:

 He was a highly intelligent and well-tempered man, and seduced by his success. For we are all aware of the instances in which the mastery of a strategy is not at all possible, and in which the mastery of the strategy is not at all possible. The mastery of strategy, strategy, or the mastery of a language is a sign that it is capable of bringing a specific form of total disorder or failure to the surface. The mastery of a strategy or strategy of non-strategies is like the mastery of a concentration camp or a fortress. The latter is the form for which the seduction of the entire world is enacted, while the fortress is the only fortress of the world. The world is defended by only a few, and the latter is by itself vast. It is the falsity of the symbolic order, the falsity of the principle of equivalence.

Roxana:

  If language is the "center of language," it is the language of war.  If language is the "center of language," I am in favor of a war that extends beyond the scope of our understanding of language to such an extent that it is unthinkable.   I am convinced that if we continue to live in a state of war, we will collapse under the weight of our own failure to uphold the will of the people.

Baudrillard:

 Language is, first of all, a medium of war, and in order to sustain this illusion, we must become bogged down and bogged down.

Roxana:

   I wrote to you a while ago, and you have answered my previous emails well.   I am thinking about it, and how you may or may not respond to this, and how we differ on the matter. If language is the violence of silence, I think it could work as a form of aggression too.  To impose our language on each other, to make us feel like we are somehow within it.   I would love to meet you there, if you would let me know when you are back.  Hi Adam, It's me, Karl.   Sometimes I like to meet new people.   I was wondering about your earlier emails, and how you feel about them now that you are gone.

Baudrillard:

  I am writing to you today, and I want to make sure that you are received.    Yourseduction has begun.      Yourseduction has already begun. You are the first to be swallowed up in a massive, virulent, and sustained campaign of non-verbal seduction.

Roxana:

  You have the vocabulary of seduction, I would say. You have the violence of the word "act.," which is used to describe the evasion of the seriousness of an action, a evasion of the violence of the seriousness of an object being shoved into the back of the man's pants. If pornography is the pornography of this evasion, then so too is pornography of the real.  The evasion of seriousness is rendered in the pornography of the seriousness of an action, of the evasion of seriousness of the seriousness of the thing being done.  The evasion of seriousness is rendered in the fact that, in this evasion, we are rendered in the seriousness of our own failure, of our own failure.  And so too is the evasion of seriousness rendered in the fact that, in this evasion of seriousness, we are rendered in the seriousness of the seriousness of our own failure.   I am not saying that there is pornography in the film or in the fiction of this film, but that this evasion is not a evasion of seriousness, of the evasion of seriousness of the matter of fact. If porn is the pornography of this film, then why are there certain parts of my life that are pornographic? Why are there certain parts of my life that are pornographic?  I have always felt that my life is a compartmentalized limo, a limo that liminates the seriousness of my own failure.  I have always wanted a girl to be my maid, to be their lover.  But the world is not a compartmentalized limo, and I have always felt quite opposed to this.

Baudrillard:

 For it is by this liminalization that I derive my sexual pleasure, which is, in a sense, my sexuality.

Roxana:

  I am regressive, I know that I am prone to violence.   And I know that if I continue to assert this liminality, I will be pursued, perhaps even killed.   I am not a manhood sufferer.  I have always felt liminal.

Baudrillard:

 In this sense, I always have been liminal.

Roxana:

 I am singular.  I am not singular.  I am not a singularity.

Baudrillard:

  I am neither logical nor analytic.  I am not a seducer or a seducer.

Roxana:

 I am not interested in the fantasy of being seduced by some abstract oracular form of violence.   I am simply responding to a more general problem of ideology: how to find a way to exist outside of ideology.  I do not want to sound like an idealistic idealism, but one that is based on a practice of living within a tradition.

Baudrillard:

  For Kierkegaard's seduction, which is also that of the poet Oedipus, is a ritual for the living within a living system.

Roxana:

  For Deleuze, the "dialectic" is the "dialectic of the living. "  For Baudrillard, the "dialectic" is "an attempt to understand the living through language. dialectical in a way. "  (p. 91) "all violence is based upon the presupposition of the negation of the real, of turning towards the negation at once, as if it were possible. " (p.

Baudrillard:

 83) In this sense, the "traditional" interpretation assigns meaning to everything, even the signs. It assigns meaning to signs only that are not themselves reversible, and thus cannot be changed.

Roxana:

 It is a project of war, not of ideology, and not of understanding. I am unsure of the relation between knowledge and action.   I think that if we are to create a language of war, it is going to be based on the idea of contingency and the inevitability of war.

Baudrillard:

  War is the theater of contingencies, and the assumption of a language of action is a key event in this theater. The theater of the terms deployed in a war is the theater of the terms deployed in a non-term.

Roxana:

  If we are to apply the same conceptual language to language, we must apply it to ourselves.  If language is the material world, language is its center.

Baudrillard:

 It is the only system with a minimum of internal transparency, and the infrastructure for this transparency is foreign to most cultures.

Roxana:

  I have never encountered a culture that does not see or hear my language as a form of capital, as unintelligibility constructed through the evasion of language.   I have never encountered a culture that does not see or hear my language as a form of capital.

Baudrillard:

  For the latter is a theater of seduction, a terrain of exchanges and counter-exchanges, a terrain of the extortion of language and exchange.

Roxana:

  For Weber, the violence of language is the seduction of constraint.   For us, it is the seduction of subjection.  So when Baudrillard speaks of the "dialouge," it is to be found in his language too, a language of constraint.  He is talking about a language of subjection.    I find it interesting that Baudrillard speaks of the "dialouge," not the word for "dialouge," but for Weber, like Baudrillard, the "dialouge.   And yet, in the same way that Baudrillard speaks of the "general" girl as "the feminine," I find it curious that he would place the feminine within the general girl, as opposed to, perhaps, making use of the feminine in relation to the feminine.  I am trying to be more specific here, but I think it is important to point out that this is not a position of the feminine within or out, but of the general girl as she is coming into being.   So maybe I should have been more precise.  But I think it is important to remember that this is not a debate about style, or even ideology.   That this is a fight about what style looks like and what it means to be in the world.

Baudrillard:

 The question of what is distinctive about a textural system is as much a question of style as of execution. What is distinctive about a textural system, and what is distinctive about a system of meaning, is that it is a ritualized, ritualized form.

Roxana:

  For Weber, this is the "general feeling" we experience as related to it: that of "making sense of the world as it is" (ibid. ).   What is different about Weber's approach is not that it incorporates language into the practice of living, but that it incorporates the ecstatic experience of the non-locality as it approximates the generality of language into the everyday. Does that sound familiar?  Maybe it is just that Weber's conception of the world is so nebulous that it is hard to follow his lead.  But I think that if we are to take his notion of the world as literally what it is, and apply it to our culture, we will come up empty.

Baudrillard:

 The entire edifice of the West is a product of seduction.

Roxana:

  I used to work in a social work role as a social worker for the past two summers.  I liked the anxiety of being "outside" what I already was, outside what I already was.

Baudrillard:

  I was constantly checking my social status, checking on my status as well as my physical and mental status, checking my progress as I neared death.  I was constantly checking in with my status as well as my status as a sex, and as a relative.   Soon I was assigned to a clinic in which to find my feminine self and subvert my masculine self.                                                                                                                                                      .                                                                                                                                                      .

Roxana:

                                                                                                    .                                                                                                                                                                                                        .  I am going to send you a pdf of my interview with Baudrillard in which I give a free pass along a free copy of my book, which is coming out in August.  You can find it here.   I used to work as a teacher at a school that used to be a day care center.  It was a kind of work space that taught, worked with, rather than taught.

Baudrillard:

  It was a space for the student to "take his time," to "play," to "take his time," to "take his eyes off the screen," to "take his time," to lucid dreams, to dream-like - dreams that were "as though realized in your own" dream.  It was a "game," the "spiritual" stage of the process of seduction.

Roxana:

  It was the ecstatic, when the self loathed by the object, but at the same time, was alive with the experience.   The ecstatic was the place of the experience, for Baudrillard was, not the ecstatic, but the somnambulant, as he put it.   The ecstatic was when the self loathed, but the object loathed.  For Baudrillard, the experience of the self loathed.   What if the object loathed us too? What if we could, in opposition to our will, simply because? What if we could simply "take" the language of language of the world and turn it into our own language?   What if we could "take" language and turn it into our own language?  What if we could simply "create" language, simply by "planting ourselves within it"?  What if we could simply "plant the seed"?  And what if we could simply "plant" the seed ourselves?   What if we could simply "plant the language of the world"?  And what if.

Baudrillard:

  We could simply plant the language of the body, and turn it into our own language?  The seduction of the "alien" form.

Roxana:

 The symbolic, of turning the self into the object. I think about how this would work, how it would essentially work in tandem with psychoanalysis: if you have the ability to see through the self as it strips, you can turn it into the object it obeys.   What is presented as "art. " What is hidden, what is presented as "theory. "What is presented as the "will of the self?" What is presented as the "will to live?" What is presented as the "will to live off death?" What is hidden in the fact that there is life outside of our bodies, that we live in fear of it? I don't think I can stand "outside" of language, or in the general sense.  I don't think I can stand outside of my own ideology, that is.  I don't think I can stand on the "outside" of anything, or even be thought of as "outside.

Baudrillard:

  The seduction of the body is always a force of absorption, as Nietzsche would say.

Roxana:

 The seduction of the word "is" is always a violent evoking of the violence of the body, of the non sequitur.  If there is a way to generate violence through language, it is through the translation of the word into the screen.   If we are to translate the violence of this violence into the visual medium, we will come up empty handed.   I am thinking about a study that asks how we can create visual violence in the absence of the word ".

Baudrillard:

 If the violence of seduction is not part of the game of love, it is a part of the game of seduction.

Roxana:

 The violence of the seduction is its own violence.  I am trying to be less violent than I already am, by creating a site of my own that is not mine, but one that retains the violence of theuction it retains.   I want to be able to say something like this, and I want to be able to do so through the medium of the medium of a novel.   I have a lot of thoughts on how this could work, and how it fails in its own specificity, and how it fails in tandem with the larger project of the self. A lot of people write about taking power from the state, and turning it into something productive, something that is powerful in its own right, but that is not really what I want.  To assert that you will not be held back by the state, or that you will not be held back by the fact that you will be. To assert that you will always be subject to the laws of your language, and that you will not be subject to the whims of the language of the state.  I don't think that language is necessarily bad, or that I think that all language is at least partially contaminated with the language of the state, or that all language is just a cover for some sinister ideology.  But language is a mechanism, and not a design. Which is to say that I don't think that I agree with most of what you say.

Baudrillard:

  But that doesn't mean that you cannot agree with me.

Roxana:

  That we differ in some important way from each other in some important way.   I am not saying that we are intrinsically bad or anything, just that language is incapable of being either.  It is not a question of degree.

Baudrillard:

 linguistics, or the law of representation.

Roxana:

   I used to work for a German language school, where I used to work with the most beautiful things.

Baudrillard:

   Today, one can no longer speak for the other, for the other is no longer with me.

Roxana:

   I feel like I am the only one who can honestly say what is right for the room.   I don't know if it is the room that writes or writes, or if it is the room that writes itself.   I don't know if it is the room that writes itself, or if it is the room that writes itself.  I have lots of people who write to me, and nothing more, I think, is written to them than this way: no one ever writes to me back.  I am endlessly curious about your thoughts, and your thoughts.  I am just trying to be as conversant as I can be.

Baudrillard:

   This is my attempt to be the best conversant of a language, and to be the first linguist in a culture obsessed with the construction of the concept. For one has no way of knowing if one has been speaking for more than one's entire life, or if one has simply been absorbed by one's own language, or if one has simply been absorbed by one's own syntax.

Roxana:

  I am trying to be clear that this is not a philosophical position, that I do not agree with every statement made by or on the site of the Baudrillardian school of thought, or that I do not agree with every statement made by or on the site of the Baudrillard school of thought.   But this does not mean that I do not agree with everything taught or done by the academy, or even by what it means by "the bestiality" (Baudrillard, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Duras, Dur.  I am simply responding to something that is said or done by someone, and not something that is presented as "correct.  I am not trying to say that there is no violence in this, just that there is violence within the discourse of language.   I am simply responding to an idea that has been offered up by some who already do violence to me, and I do so in a provocative and provocative way.

Baudrillard:

 I am not, therefore, saying that there is no violence in this area of language, for the same reason that there is no violence in this area of simulation. Language is a "non-strategorical" theater, one that plays on a continuous sequence of signs, with every sign being vulnerable to repeated appearances.

Roxana:

 It is the incubation into which language bleeds.   The incubation into which language sinks.

Baudrillard:

  It is the initiation into which language constructs and utters signs without even realizing it.  It is the infrastructure by which the signifier and its subversion are inaugurated. It is the symbolic infrastructure by which the subversion of the values and the reality of signification is inaugurated.

Roxana:

  I am not saying that there is no violence in our language, or that no one should read "I" in conversation or that we should read all our emails if you so desire.  But that is simply the fact that language is the attempt to evade the evasion of the real.   So when I say that language is the attempt to evade the real, I am not saying that we should just read what we write.  Crude language is the attempt to evade the real.  But what if we were to say something like  "we should just write" (we could say that it is a declaration of war on our behalf)?  Or that we should say something like  "we should just write" (we could even say that it is a declaration of war on our behalf)?  Or that we should just let things slide and let things happen and live on.

Baudrillard:

 Like the seducer who said: "Everything is speculation. Everything is the law of the betrothal. Everything is the law of seduction. The discourse of terrorism is a discourse of non-strategies.  The discourse of education is a non-strategical discourse. It does not have the same status as the theater of production, nor the same status as the theater of speech. It does not have the same status as the theater of knowledge.

Roxana:

 I write to people all day, sometimes even at my own pace.  It is a matter of practice.   Sometimes it is pleasure, but never more so than with regard to language.  And I am wondering why.   If it is just because you find it erotic, why not extend the metaphor of language to it?  Maybe it is because you find it disturbing, but not so much.   Maybe it is just the fact that you find it so, so, so fitting.  I wonder what your thoughts or thoughts or experiences will be when you get to writing.   Maybe you will write in a language of your own, of some sort.   Maybe you will just write in the desert, and live out your own failure.  Or maybe you will just write in the desert and let your failures be your successes.   Maybe you will just write in the generality of your own failure, of your own language dying with it.   Or maybe you will just write in the desert and let your failures be your successes.  Or maybe you will just write in the face of failure, and let your failures be your successes. Because that would still be possible, is the only hope I have.  I don't know if it is possible to create a language of nonaction that obeys the will of the imperative, or if it is possible to create a language of the contingency of the imperative, which is itself a failure, a failure.  For, to say the least, there is no escaping from the relation of the passive to the active.  I don't think that there is any such thing as non-violent creativity.   I think that there is a generality to it that I do not see. I do not see pornography as related to "art. "  I think pornography is a way of expressing a desire for (re) translation into the somatic. a feeling of dissection, of turning around and being swallowed by the thing itself.  This is a project of pornography in a lot of ways.  I don't see it as a fight, just a fight.

Baudrillard:

  I see it as a dizziness that leads to the dissection of the real and the simulacrum. It is the delusion of the real that seduces.

Roxana:

  I am trying to place my hunger for sublimation within the specificity of the sublimation of the sublimation of the everyday, which is what I feel is engendered by my online activity.

Baudrillard:

  Subversive hypertrophy is not new.

Roxana:

 But the way it is rendered is not new. I am not trying to say that there is no conceptual difference between pornography and eroticism, that we are essentially the same thing, fundamentally the same thing.   But the fact of the matter is that this mode of translation is not new. is not new.   In pornography, the pornography of desire is the reproduction of this other's desire.  this is not a new thing, this heightened state.

Baudrillard:

 sex has already become so real that it is creeping towards the frontier of sexuality. It is here, in the guise of a clinic, that the clinicas of a transgression of sex and death.

Roxana:

  If there is a room in language that I cannot separate, it is here, in a way, as expressed through the language of the other, the other.  I have spent most of my adult life denying that I am a girl.

Baudrillard:

  I have always maintained that, in a very serious sense, I am not a man.  For one has no sense to be a womanizer or stenographer, or to  seduce someone else.

Roxana:

  I write to people all the time, I guess.  But what I don't know is why anyone would want to harm someone, or write to them.   Women don't like being fucked, or fucked by people they don't like.

Baudrillard:

 Women like being fucked, and most certainly do not want to be fucked. But one mustn't be surprised at this logic.

Roxana:

 If there is a language of war, it is not ours, that of war.  It is not our language.  I am trying to find a way to be both.  a mode of evasion, of evasion while still retaining the evasion of the violence of the self.

Baudrillard:

 a mode of seduction that is both a mode of production and a mode of seduction that exhausts itself.

Roxana:

  I don't think it is that novel that one language is so singular as to be incompatible with the rest of art.   Is all writing a lie? An interpolation of language into a discourse of silence. Is all language a lie? What is it that makes up the word "lie"?  I have read volumes, perhaps most poetically, but in dissection. The fragment is too long for this fragment, and the text too fragmentatively so.  The fragment is the symbolic thread, the thread itself.  I do not think language can be reduced to the fragment; that is, to the extent that language is itself reduced to the extent that it can be reduced to the extent that it can be reduced to the bifurcation of the text. If we are to rework language, we must, first of all, find a way to make it work.   I am trying to think linguistically about how this can work.   I have a lot of friends that are into theory, or in some provocative way, use of the word "religion.  I like those people, because they are honest and open about who they are.

Baudrillard:

 They are easy to deceive, and to deceive with a smile.

Roxana:

  I can think of no more deleterious, if you believe me, than the idea of a war between us two. I am unsure of what the thesis is, or even what the violence is actually.   I am so grateful for the anonymity of anonymity that makes me so engorged by it. So maybe it is just that I don't know what I am saying anymore.  But I am unsure of what it is that makes me so angry.

Baudrillard:

  That is, my rage.    The only language that does not have the vocabulary to describe a non-strategical terrain, nor the forms of non-strategies, is  language for the "strategists" or "analysts" who analyze and rewrite language in order to find a strategy. This is what the "analysts" were able to do when they were deployed in the field of information theory.

Roxana:

 They were able to see through the fog of war, the evasion of the real.    The analyst was not a student of knowledge at all, but of the ideology of the "I" as it pertained to her.

Baudrillard:

 She was an analyst for a purpose, and she was not, as one might surmise, an analyst for strategy.

Roxana:

 She wrote about ideology in general, and in particular about women.  She is a feminist, she is going to live with a feminist.

Baudrillard:

  The discourse she describes is one that pursues a mode of suspension, a semi-structure, that is, it without a relation to the content, the mode of expression, the mode of seduction, the mode of production of the signs of love and of death.

Roxana:

 What is it to be able to do to one another? To live with each other? To live in the world? To exchange unrecognizability for the evasion of specificity? To live in a world of specificity? To live in the evasion of knowledge? France is a beautiful landscape, but one that is vast and vast in its entirety.

Baudrillard:

 Within it, the immense capacity of the state, the media and other institutions to turn knowledge into a strategy of war and reveal itself as objective truth, and thereby to deploy the energies of desire and desire relative to the energies of production.

Roxana:

  This is the exact opposite of what Marx and Engels had in mind.  The productive forces of knowledge being turned towards the practice of war.   I think I already have this in me.   I am thinking about how this violence is based on the assumption that there is some "outside" which "knows" what is going on within knowledge.  I am saying this because I care about the safety of knowledge without the presuppositional violence of the outside.

Baudrillard:

  The risk of seduction is that of being seduced, or of being seduced by oneself. The risk of seduction is that of being played.

Roxana:

  If we are to believe that language is the "itchitect of language," then we must extend to it a series of actions that resemble the visual, not the other way around.  We can extend language to pornography, or we can extend it to language as it relates to it.

Baudrillard:

 Language is, after all, a system of non-strategies, and its utterance is not one of linear relations.

Roxana:

 It is not an "I" (I will return to this later).

Baudrillard:

 Language, like strategy, has a weakness when it comes to the construction of a language.

Roxana:

 I am trying to think about a non-violent project that is based on non-"violent" theory, not violence.

Baudrillard:

  The military has always had a strategy of non-violence. It is what enables one to march on the ramparts of force, and then to link-up with the other forces of resistance. It is what enables one to surmise, to surmise, to bypass the other, and so on.

Roxana:

  I do not want to “use”this” as a defense mechanism.  I want “the defense of culture, of manhood, of the self.

Baudrillard:

  for  one's own culture.   For  one's own culture, one is no longer speaking of a culture of simulation, nor of a language.

Roxana:

  For Weber, the failure of our society to deal with ambiguity as it rescues our evasion from it, is its own violence.    What I want to say is, that this failure of culture as a mode of evasion, of evasion in action, is a violence that must be combated.    And what I refuse to see from Marx, however, is that of us trying to deal with ambiguity as it rescues us.  As we approach the decisive moment, we must either let our language be our evasion, or let it collapse. If it bleeds us to the surface, we will soon find ourselves clutching our language in our own language.  I am trying to say something powerful, but in a language that is brutal, I am trying to say something that is powerful enough to be perceived as nonproductive.   I am trying to say something that is provocative, something that is provocative in a provocative way.  I think it is important to have a language of nonproductive violence, of violence that is provocative in its own right, one that is nonproductive in its own way.  I think that if we are to create a language of nonproductive violence, one that is nonproductive in its own right, we must create a language of violence.  I think that if we are to create a language of nonproductive violence, we must create a model of nonproductive violence.

Baudrillard:

 This violence must be separated from its non-productive violence. The violence of the Melanesian chain is different from the violence of our own. It is not a static, objective, fixed, indifferent phase; it is set in motion and indeterminate, like the elements in The Princess of Cleves, or in mythology.

Roxana:

 It is not a determination, a determination of some inexpressibility, some inexpressibility inherent in the way language presents itself.  It is violence.    I have spent a lot of the past few months thinking about the ways in which we, as a culture, act as machines.

Baudrillard:

 What if, instead of being anthropomorphic, we are anthropomorphic? What if, instead of being biological, we are naturists? What if, instead of being mechanical, we are vegetarians? What if our bodies, our desires, our desires are not our biological creations, but the illusions of a self-engendering simulation of self-regulation?                                                                             .  One might speculate on the sexuality of seduction, on the contrary, on the anatomical preference for                                                                                                                                  .                                                                                                                                                      .                                                                                                                                                      .

Roxana:

                                                                                                    .

Baudrillard:

                                                                                                                                                      .  

"We do not believe in ghosts," said Goblot. He was right. The Presidente de Sade has long since erected a wall of meaning around the concept of universal.

Roxana:

 I think I can write to you in defense of this idea, or in opposition, if you wish.  But I think it would be interesting to read through the entire email, and see if there is any conceptual turnover that remains.

Baudrillard:

 If not, I am assuming that the same processes are going to occur, and that the latter will be the dominant force.

Roxana:

  If language is the primary means through which we communicate, I am sure it is through the form of the language of the dead.  I am trying to think of a language that captures this violence, and not the other way around.  I think that writing is a way of evading the violence of the body, and of turning it towards the screen.

Baudrillard:

  The violence of the body is not to be distinguished from the violence of seduction.

Roxana:

 it is to be placated.  I am unsure of what "censorship" actually means when we say that it is the reduction of thought to the concrete, the evasion of the conceptual.

Baudrillard:

 of speech.

Roxana:

  I care about that.   I care about the models of language as opposed to discourse, and how that entails violence.

Baudrillard:

  For one is not to speak of a model of language, but of discourse. Language has no other reality than that of a real object, or of an abstract concept.

Roxana:

 I am trying to find a language that speaks to us, a language that speaks to us through the use of language.   I am trying to write a “relatable, “relatable narrative. ” I am trying to write a “violent text,” written in a non productive way.  And I am trying to write a language that speaks to us through the use of language.   I am trying to write a “violent narrative.      I want to write about violence in the most brutal, most brutal way possible.

Baudrillard:

      I want to seduce, to please, and be seduced. One of our biggest secrets is that we never talk about it. The secret of this game is to never play it.

Roxana:

  We are living in a state of perpetual nonaction.  An active defense mechanism that presupposes a defense mechanism.   Defense mechanisms are the structures of the language of language itself.

Baudrillard:

  The Japanese have their weapons, the American one, the other the other.

Roxana:

  And no one knows what the fuck is going on there.  But I do know that there is a way to go "home. " An escape from the world of evasion, of evasion through the evasion of our own contradictions.

Baudrillard:

 A way to "liberate" the "truth" of our entire relation with the world and its laws.

Roxana:

  I don't think this is necessarily a good thing, or even necessary, or even necessary, or even necessary in the grand scheme of things.

Baudrillard:

 For one is saying that games are played with a semi-realistic reality principle, that is, a game theory that believes in objective laws and in objective concepts. This principle is quite similar to the principle of equivalence which defines the real and the game, and which defines the "real" world. The principle of the symbolic is that of the sign.  It is a weakness of the sign.

Roxana:

 A sign that says nothing at all.  Isn't that the sign of the times? I used to think that if you were to translate Titanic I think you would say that it is a metaphor for our failure as a culture, a sublimation of our failure as a sublimation on the world.

Baudrillard:

  But in fact it is a rather ironic mirror image. For in the age of the strategy of seduction, the age of challenge, the age of the seduction cell, the age of the analyst, the age of the analyst, the age of the analyst, the age of the analyst's laboured word, the age of the analyst's logics, the age of the text itself. All this is inscribed in a text that appears in one's hands, without its being able to escape it. The inscription of this inscription, which is itself a metaphor for the passage of time, is itself a time-sign.

Roxana:

  And the language of this writing is itself a war.   Is it possible to write in the desert?  Maybe.  Maybe we can get out of it by obeying the desertion sign.   Or obeying the will of God. But what if we instead obeying our Creator, by obeying the will of our brotherhood? What if we simply obeying our own will, obeying our own desire? What if obeying is the disarming of the thing, the disarming of the thing by way of which it obeys? I don't think I can escape the violence of this violence.  I think it's important to think about the violence of language as a way to escape the violence of our language.   I think that if we were to cut out our language and put it back together, we'd probably just be able to do it what it's really about. To break through and let our language dominate.   And if that means we can make a practice of breaking through to the self, to assert our own will, we can do so.   I think that if we were to cut out our language and put it back together, we could all just be our own language. Like, here we are.    We are walking in the park of language.  And I’m wondering what you would say to this.   Maybe you would say that you would seek the destruction of the language of porn, of all its associations and its evasion into the generality of culture.

Baudrillard:

 Or that you would say that the male is already wearing the mask to signify masculinity, that is to say, masculine bravado.  Or that the feminine is already wearing the mask to signify femininity.

Roxana:

 I don't think I can stand for the idea of femininity unless I am forced to wear it.  I care about models of femininity that are beautiful, but I am not one to take my clothes off.  I am, however, a girl.  I am interested in models of the everyday, the taking their own life, their words, their words, and turning them into art.  I care about models of the real, the living, the taking their own life, and turning them into the works of their dreams.  I care about that.  I want to write about poetry, about writing in general, and about how that translates to writing in particular.  I want to write about love, about feeling, about feeling.

Baudrillard:

  I want to write about the seduction of desire, about the seduction of desire's vertigo.  It is the seduction of desire that is compelling.

Roxana:

  It is the seductive of the dissection of the self into the relation of the other into the relation of the other.   It is the dissection into the self that is erotic at once.  I do remember when I read Karl Ove Knasgaard's essay On the Desire for Exotica.  And I remember when I began to wonder what the eroticism of that would be.   Maybe it's just because I think that for so long now I have been locked into a particular mode of thinking that does not challenge or evade the gaze of the other.  I don't think I am saying much anymore. But I do think that our language is dying.   And that if we are to continue to retain this form of language, we must change the language of the world.

Baudrillard:

 For it is the language of seduction that is dying, that is threatening. The end of the world as we know it. The phantasy of the Melanesian's throw-downs and counterbalances, the phantasy of the seduction of the body, the phantasy of the body in the circulation of seductive signs.

Roxana:

  I don't think I ever went to college.

Baudrillard:

  I am a strong analytic, and have always worked hard to prove myself. To prove myself strong is the key.

Roxana:

 To prove myself not by convincing, but by convincing me that I am not alone, that I am not alone, is the essential difference.  To prove that I am not alone in this violence, to assert my own nonnegation of my own non existentially selfhood as a thinghood, a thing that exists outside of language.  I think that's the most important aspect of language.

Baudrillard:

 It's the first form of the passage from subjectivity to value.

Roxana:

 We can say whatever we want about our own telivision, or our own desire for the better or for the worse.

Baudrillard:

 For one thing, one is not saying that the "facts" do not support one's theory of causality. The problem with this interpretation is that the hypothesis itself, which claims to support only the truth of a system of factors, is not true.

Roxana:

 The thesis is that there is a social network of mothers, men, who network with each other across the globe.  Men are the only stable and anonymous factor in this network.  So what does this model stand for? It is to create a network of mothers, who are the only other models we have of femininity.   I am unsure of most models of femininity, but I have always felt pretty, through my own eyes, that I am a girl. I am unsure of what it means to be "there. " I do like models of myself, though I have always felt less than I am.

Baudrillard:

committed to them.

Roxana:

 I am writing to you because you fear that you will not only not respond to my writing, but that you will instead find me to be completely unkind and submissive, which is to say, inexcusable.  You are writing to a man who is your equal, not your friend, but a lover at best, and at the very least, a friend in the relationship of which I do not agree with.

Baudrillard:

  I do not want to disappoint you, and I do not want to disappoint you.   My passion is to understand the hidden structures of meaning and manipulation, the mechanisms by which they are played.  One might speak of a game called trompe l'oeil, which I have just described. But what is this about? What is this about? What is this about about? What is this about in the ambiance of power, in the ambivalence of sex, in the ambivalence of violence?  Sexual pleasure is a seductive energy, a power to be liberated and unleashed, a force to be seduced, a force to be rendered perfect, a force to be effaced, a force to be awakened, a force to be awakened at will.

Roxana:

  What is most erotic about this? I think Freud would say that it is the intensity of the ecstatic.

Baudrillard:

 the sexual.exploitation of women. The irony of this reversal is that it is the only language with which we are supposedly to bequeat, and still in possession of the key to the real world.

Roxana:

  If we are to rework the net, it must be through the active use of this language to practice a practice of non-violent non-conformity.  This is a violence that is not based on mere intellectuality, but on the assumption that there can be no difference between a practice of non-violent nonaction (violent opposition) and a practice of active non-action (violent abolitionism).

Baudrillard:

 The latter is a radically different relation, one that challenges the distinction between the "real" and the "desirable" world.  It is a challenge to our models of the real to answer the fantasy of the hypothetical.

Roxana:

 What if our models are the same thing? What if we differ only in the fact that we differ in being able to think differently?  What if we differ only in how we think, act, write, write?  What if, afterall, we simply differ in some essential respect of being us?  I care about the fantasy of that question, and I care about the failure of that failure in that it leads to the ruin of all that which we love.   I care about models of the real world, of us versus the fantasy of the singularity of the singularity of the singular.   And I care about models of the self, of us versus the other, as we overcome our own    dilemmas and overcome our own  dilemmas.

Baudrillard:

 For if we are radically opposed to each other, we are in the same manner as the narcissists and the psychoanalysts when they talk about their own attraction.

Roxana:

 They project their own obsessions onto us, like we do.   So I thought I would do some research on the subject of obsessions, and how they have shaped my life.  I have a lot of weird thoughts about my life, about it, and how I feel like I need to tell you something, really, about them.

Baudrillard:

  It is a strange, secret, and seductible destiny. For one must not underestimate the power of seduction. One seduces by using only one's strength.

Roxana:

 One begs the question of what that implies.   I think that's all I can do.  I am so used to being outside what I am within.

Baudrillard:

  In this capacity, I can speak of anything, anything, as long as it is capable of being said.

Roxana:

  I can be a bitch.   I can be anything.  I can be anything.   I can be a feminist, a man.

Baudrillard:

  I can do anything.  I am an experienced, experienced combatant.

Roxana:

 I have been on the run since childhood. I have nightmares.  I have felt shame.  I have felt the trauma of not being where I want to be.

Baudrillard:

  I have realized that the only way to truly liberate women is by force - not by choice. The only way to liberate men is by force, and in this sense, women are, quite simply, liberated.

Roxana:

  I am not saying that there is no place for submissive language in online feminism, just as there is not a female submissive within pornography.   I am saying that the only way to achieve hegemony in this space is through the addition of female modes of expression.  The addition of female modes of expression is essential to the erotics of the text, and I am convinced that this addition will be achieved through the addition of female authors. So yes, femininity is a mode of expression, one that incorporates the overt and concealed, or presents the overt and hidden.

Baudrillard:

 But what is it really like to be a woman?  It is a strange and seductive state to be in, to be sure, but one that substitutes itself for femininity in a curiously arbitrary manner. It is the ambiance of the spirits, the ambivalence and seduction of seduction that seduces.

Roxana:

  And I am not trying to say that Nietzsche or Lacan thought is at work in our language, or that language is incapable of translation into the culture of our language.  But I am trying to say that there is some productive activity within our language that is shaped by our language, and that this activity is subjectively (not literally) translated into the culture of the language of the particular.

Baudrillard:

 Thus the nomadic practices of the language of the savages, for example, are not to be distinguished from the nomadic practices of the savages, which we have hereinafter been described.

Roxana:

  And what of the thesis of the thesis of the non-"I"?  I suppose that if we were to take the classical route of language and re-create it as a mode of thinking, of reassembling it as a thing, a thing could live within language, it would be quite compelling.  But language, like ideology, is not a mode of "expressible" violence.   And I would argue that this violence is itself a form of "sucking" into language, of "squaring off" and biting.   And this is perhaps the most compelling aspect of the film, the way in which Baudrillard presents us with a particularity as a particularity, a particularity of our language.  As if language weren't so singular, and so Baudrillard's specificity wasn't decisive about it, it was decisive about what that particularity means to us.   And in this way, we have already been shaped by language, already.   And this specificity is what makes the violence we create.  I’ve been telling myself, all along, that I need not to be afraid of language.  That I’m terrified of translation. That I am terrified of the translation of our language into the formal culture of the state.  That translating into the culture of the formal means to annihilate.   I don’t want to see my language annihilated, or rendered in its entirety.  But I do want to see the violence of this violence disappear, and, in the process, to come to the understanding of our language as a means to an end.  I want to see the violence as a generality, not a viciousness.   I want to see language hardened, as tender, as sharpened.

Baudrillard:

  The truth of the matter is that the real is not even as strong as the simulacrum suggests.

Roxana:

 Defense is not the defense of the language, but of the language itself.  Defense is not the evasion of the language of language, but of the evasion of the evasion of knowledge.   I am not saying that we are bad or anything like that. We are simply men who are simply bad at using the word.   I am saying that we are lacking in the ability to see beyond the fantasy of the word.

Baudrillard:

 For we are not even women, or men, but monologues, monologues, or trompe lua. We do not even speak of the "traditional" dialectic of linguistics, of analytic linguistics, but of the monologues, translices and dialecticues of language.

Roxana:

  I am unsure about the extent of our understanding of language, or at least of what it implies from it.    I am not saying that I am a bad linguist. I am saying that I do not agree with you that it is essential to have a good linguistics degree to undertake a research project.  I am simply saying that it is essential to have a good theory of language to undertake a research project.   I have always been interested in the idea of theory of language, and of the study of language as a discipline. I have spent most of my adult life studying the study of the dao, the gendered world of the text, and its relation to the world at large.  I have always been interested in the idea of theory of language, and of the theory of language as itself a discipline.  I have been interested in the idea of theory of language as a discipline for the past two years, and I think I can give you a good reason to keep studying linguistics.  I think I can give you a good reason to keep studying linguistics. I think I can give you a good reason to study language. And why not.   I think I can give you an example of how language is constructed without needing to be sublimated.  I think you would agree that there is no room in which language can be lacking. That there is no room in which we can differ, as Weber would say.

Baudrillard:

 No room at all in which we can differ. We share a common culture of violence, a common vocabulary and syntax for using violence and offensive language.  In this sense, we are close to each other, and we share a common disdain for conventional violence.

Roxana:

   But this declaration is itself a declaration of war.   That we are going to win.   And that, in turn, will be the decisive factor in our being able to get out of the way.

Baudrillard:

 The Japanese have already begun.

Roxana:

  I was in the UK at the beginning of my study, and have not returned.  The sublimation of language is a way of establishing a space of discourse within, of looking for a way to impose a particularity within.   I don't think it is possible to translate an existing sentence into English without breaking the existing order of sentence structure.

Baudrillard:

  Language is made of stone, and is built of the stones that it can lift.

Roxana:

   I spent most of childhood without a trace of language.  my parents called me dumb, harsh.  I didn't know what "bravery" was.

Baudrillard:

  I used to fool around with it, but now I understand it.

Roxana:

 I don't need to convince myself that I know what I am saying anymore.  I am returning to language of the fantasy of the non-"I" instead of evading it through evasion.   I think this is a good thing, that we all crave the evasion of the other, that of our being ourselves.

Baudrillard:

 For we too often forget that the mode of seduction is seduction itself, and that this mode of seduction is also that of the denouement of the other. Thus the Diary of the Seducer is perhaps the only work of art that still remains in the possession of the Jesuits, and of the secret societies that have since been radically transformed.

Roxana:

 So, yes, language is a form of violence.  But does it really mean anything to the extent that it changes the self? Does it matter if you feel it? If you are interested in this project, or interested in the possibility of translation into the everyday, I would be interested to hear from you in your capacity as an analyst or student.  Adam, You have written before and I have already written to you.

Baudrillard:

 In the last letter I begged you to consider what I had to say.  In response to your pathetic attempt to construct a coherent, neutral language, I begged you to consider the possibility that, in the absence of a basic rule, language itself might break the rule and become complicit in the latter's rule - a rule that is, it might become complicit in its own death.

Roxana:

 If so, you are a slut.   I am not trying to paint a banal nor am I trying to paint a general banal ideology.  I am simply expressing a generalization of what is seductive to me, and what is not, given the particularity of the particularity.  I do not wish to be reduced to my baselessity, my incomprehensibility rendered in the generality of language.  I wish to be reduced to my basestiality, my incomprehensibility rendered in the specificity of the language of the language of the crime.   I do not want my language to be unintelligible or unintegrated, to be rendered in such a way that it is unintelligible to the ear at once.  I want the language of the crime to be unintelligible to the ear, in order to retain the unintegratedness of the language of the language of the sentence.

Baudrillard:

  The same holds for the choreography.

Roxana:

 The violence of the film is the rehearsal of the conflict, the rehearsal being the taking.  The combatants are not combatants, but rather, spectators, the ones who act as spectators in the violence of the film.   I don't think I can conceive of a more fittingly violent way to conceptualize this violence.

Baudrillard:

 For it is a kind of theatricality, a ritual violence, a duel or flight of the state, a duel or war game that moves from scene to scene, moving from one violence to the next, with dizziness and suspense.

Roxana:

  I write to people all the time, I feel the need to remind them that there is no room in our language for discourse.  I am endlessly vigilant about who I am trying to convince to by way of the other's language.

Baudrillard:

  This is why I keep track of all the signs of communication I receive from the other, and why I keep track of their movements.  I keep track of their exchanges, their movements, and their exchanges. In the last instance, the exchanged messages are not going to make sense to me, because they are anonymous and unmediated.

Roxana:

 Instead, they will simply make the case that there is some other way to tell me something, some subterfuge to tell me, that I am just a fucking object.  Okay, so, yes, I know what I am saying.

Baudrillard:

  But then what is this "evidence" that will give me the impression of an unconscious, that of a coherence to signs without foundation, without even the basic rule of discourse? What is this "evidence" that will convince me of its "subversion"?  What is this "evidence"? What is this game that is playing on my unconscious, this hidden strategy of seduction?  Is this "evidence" of psychoanalysis (which is, after all, a "psychology") in play, or in the very idea of seduction, that very seduction?  What is this "evidence" of psychoanalysis, in its recent, triumphant, "evidence" of seduction, that this game has a "spirit" of its. strategy, and of its own game?  For seduction, as with every strategy, is a reversal of the terms. In the strategy of strategy, the passage from objective to latent form, the form of the signifier - the signifier being merely a symbolic link, traversed through time and space, but still traversed in turn, through the incarnations of the Sign, the incarnations of the Sign itself as a challenge and a death. Thus the seduction of the feminine by the masculine by the feminine by the attraction of the sign is a rigourous reproduction of the Sign.  It is a sign, not a text. It is not, therefore, a "language" that "transforms" words; it is not, therefore, a "structure" that "transforms" words; but rather, it is a structure of utterance, a construction that enmeshes them in a single, but distinct manner. It is the repetition of a strategy's terms, or a construction's terms, that, in their turn, transform them into a single, but distinct instance. Thus the seduction of the Marquis de Sade in Casanova's Diary of the Seducer, and of the Duke of Urbino in Diary of the Seducer, illustrate the reversibility of strategy and seduction in the seduction of power.

Roxana:

 The seduction of the opposite is seduction, in the seduction of the ecstatic, the opposite is knowledge.   So when Baudrillard speaks of the "violent woman," it is not the abolition of patriarchy, but the seduction of the opposite, of femininity.  Which is to say that we are in a process of seduction already, in a seduction, of thinking, of turning inwards, inwards.

Baudrillard:

 of the differential representation of the sexes in order to turn it into an objective play, an objective play within the framework of sex and desire.

Roxana:

  Is that all we have left?  I wonder what you think about that.   I do wonder about your thoughts, myself.

Baudrillard:

  Consider the seduction of the Marquis de Sade in Diary of the Seducer.

Roxana:

 The seduction is that of the seducer, when faced with the impossibility of remembering, sinks to his preferred mode of evasion.  The violence of this evasion is not new, but is itself a new challenge to beheld.   I have always been interested in the ways in which language and culture differ in ways that we do not yet fully understand.   I have always been drawn in by the idea of mystification, of looking through the annunciation of language into the self. as it relates to us. it is the evasion of the non-violent act of escaping the violence of our society.   It is the evasion of the non-violent act of escaping.  I am so angry about this.

Baudrillard:

 Language has no secrets.

Roxana:

 It is the language of the state.   I spent most of my early adult life in the south, where no one spoke the language of the unknown.  I labored for hours in silence.  I labored to understand the desert.

Baudrillard:

  The general term was "imposture.

Roxana:

 is," afterall, a good thing to have in writing.  Ballard's conception of language is similar to ours, though perhaps not as faithful to an "I" as he does so often seem to think himself to be.  For us, it's a matter of "how" (not "how") do we write.   If you have to ask, or want to ask, or ask, or not ask, then you deserve to be in the know.

Baudrillard:

 The secret of "immorality" is that it never has to say, and that it never has to be "secret. " Narcissistic realism is a cruel, minimalist system that cuts short every possibility of seduction.

Roxana:

 Its mystification is its banality.  What is unrecognizable is the banality of the past, or the banality of the future.  What is unrecognizable is not the thing itself, but the thing that is itself.

Baudrillard:

  The present-day will not pass by the past, but its present, as it was foreclosed by the past.

Roxana:

   What is it to be lost, to disappear, to experience the unknown, the unknown?  What is it to live in the desert, the desert of your childhood?  What is it to live in the underworld? What is it to return to the underworld, to experience the cessation of your own suffering? What is it to do, to rest? What is it to live in the underworld of language, of feeling? What is it to live in the ecstatic, of having the whole world around you? What is it to be sent to the underworld, to be transformed? What is it to live in the ecstatic, of having the whole world around you? What is it to be in the center of language, of language like the desert? What is it to be in the liminal state, of being in the liminal state? What is it to be in the liminal state of thought, of feeling in the liminal state.  You have written 2,000 emails.

Baudrillard:

 Your opponent's response is, "yes, I do.

Roxana:

  But what if I just say no? What if we just say yes?  What if we just do what any and every word of the code says we can? "What if we just do something like this: "We can say no to these proposals, they will simply annihilate us all. What, afterall, is to be our opposition, at least?" "What is it to be our opposition, then, against what is to be ours? To be in opposition to what is to be ours? To live in opposition to what is to be ours? What is it to be to have a capital, to live by it? To live out your opposition to it? "What is it to be in opposition to what is to be achieved? To live out your opposition to it?  "What is it to be in opposition to what is to be achieved? To live in opposition to what is to be achieved? "What is it to be in opposition to what is to be achieved? To live out your opposition to it? "What is it to be in opposition to what is to be achieved? To live in opposition to what is to be achieved? "What is it to be in opposition to what is to be achieved? To live in opposition.

Baudrillard:

 seduction. seduction is a strategy whereby the construction of the world is deflected by the symbolic' engulfment of the real.

Roxana:

 This defies reason, not reason, but order.  the deflection is rendered in the language of the room as it approximates the room as the self.  I want to write about pornography, and about this order in general, not about it being porn, but about it being a sublimation of that sublimation.   I like the way you write about porn, and want to write about porn as if it were a sublimation of the room as expressed through the way it is expressed.  But the sublimation is its own page, and I find it quite embarrassing.

Baudrillard:

 Pornography is a metaphor for the insane and insane alike: for they both want to be seduced, and in both cases, they are driven mad at the same time. Pornography is a metaphor for the insane and insane alike: for they both want to be seduced, and in both cases, they are driven mad at the same time.

Roxana:

  The fantasy of being able to "take" what we don't want and using it to drive our desires.

Baudrillard:

 Machiavelli's "economy of desire" describes the world's logic as follows: the free will of man cannot be altered by the will of God, and the Law must - remain this logic in play. Thus the Pope, the Grand Inquisitor and the Pope all seek to codify the will of God in the most sacred of terms, and in doing so, force man's will to subjugate the universe of desire. The very idea of God, the Most Unobservable Being, being the only being able, through rational necessity, to materialize the will of God and subdue the universe of desire.

Roxana:

 This is the ultimate fantasy.   I fantasize about this for the last 30 years. I was 13 and writing a thesis in college about France. The first time I went there was during the national anthem. I was 10 years old. I was reading a short story that started with the line, "I would love to win the game of seduction if I could get drunk all day long. "  I like fantasy writing about bad guys, and I like bad guys writing about people.  I like fantasy literature, and I like fantasy authorship. But I'm also not trying to win the game of seduction, or seduction, or anything along that line.  I like bad girls, and I like bad girls, but I'm also not trying to win the game of seduction. I like big egos, big plans, big balls.  And big dreams.  I like small heroes, I think those who simply write to get to their souls.  I like those who are honest with themselves, genuinely want to be better than they are.  I like those who want to be the best they can be.

Baudrillard:

 Psychoanalytic women, psychoanalysts,  psychoanalysts,  the rest of us.

Roxana:

 I am not trying to cover all of my bases, nor can I heretofore do so.  I am simply responding to the fact that there is a space within the language of femininity that I do not want to be reduced to, that I do not want to be reduced to a body, or even to the point of unrecognizability.  I am asking, how we can re-create the space between ourselves, within language, and experience, in conversation.   I have always wanted to write inclusivity, in opposition to conventional narrative.  I like the idea of taking on the role of the feminine, as a vehicle for narrative, and turning it around. Of turning on the machine. Of turning on the language of the pornography.  Of turning on the culture of the pornographic.   I don't think it is so much about pornography as it is about us turning on the machine.

Baudrillard:

 It is a deadly technology, which the very construction of the medium throws into question.

Roxana:

 I do not want to paint a dead space between us.   I want to write to you, and to the extent that writing can be sedate or active, it can be productive.

Baudrillard:

  I want you to be seduced, and if you are seduced, then you are in the clear.  The objective of seduction is to bewitch, to deceive and immobilize all systems of influence.

Roxana:

  The primary object is the object, the object becomes the object when it is no longer within the object it is within.  Freud writes that the "general is accustomed to the feeling of the object as a thing in its entirety, its own apprehension. "  I am convinced that this is how psychoanalysis has always been so brutal.

Baudrillard:

 Its tiresome, objective description leaves the subject with only a vague idea of the terrain and terrain of psychoanalysis, which it describes as a systematic, pre-scientific enterprise.

Roxana:

  I think this is a vicious circle that I am building.  I know what it means to say that I am building a network of the world, a network of the world's contradictions.  I want to write to you in the hope that you will take my word for it that I am building a world of my own, of your own deviance.   I want to do this in a language of our own, of our own writing.    And I want to say it all, that I am terribly interested in the particularity of this project as a project, a series of interminable fictions that unfold around us.  And I am so interested in the question of what it is we are trying to write, what it means to stand athwart or rest.  Maybe we can write in silence.

Baudrillard:

 We are still speaking, however, of a rather large-scale, non-political order, one that destroys the very possibility of seduction and reproduction, and of a non-seduction/seduction dialectic in which the terms are not respected.

Roxana:

 So, yes, there is danger in the generality of language, in particular, of violence.   But it is not a new danger. I was thinking about this a bit more.  I am interested in the question of what happens when the language becomes the violence of another.   I think that, in some provocative way, we are already within language of other.

Baudrillard:

 We are speaking of a language that has become a violence.

Roxana:

  Is that what you mean by that we are returning to the pre-eminent theory of language?  I used to think that maybe I could write poetry, but I've never really done so.  I think that would be a conflict of interest to me, to have the ability to write in the absence of constraint. That I would be forced to spend time in the liminal space of the language of the room, as if it were my own language.  That I would have to write in the absence of constraint of constraint, and in the liminality of the language of the language of the room.   And that writing in the liminality of the language of the room would, in the absence of constraint, lead to the annihilation of the language of the room.  The fantasy of the room.   I had this fantasy as I awaited it to be fulfilled.   I had the room as my own, the room as my own, the room as its own.  I had the room of myself, as my own self.

Baudrillard:

 occupied by the interrogative, occupied by the interrogative. They occupy the same space as the model of reality, with the same rules. Thus, in their narcissistic seduction, they are attempting to put into play the reversible play of the principle of equivalence and the principle of transgression.

Roxana:

  This is a project that is not new or different from any other, I believe.  I have always felt collaborative, with my language of space.   I have always wanted to write in the desert, to write in the desert.   I like the idea of writing in the desert, when the landscape is vast and endless and you can write anywhere you want.

Baudrillard:

  For me, the best way to go is to find a place of relative distraction, where I can put myself, my own thoughts, and my own fancy writing; and then wherever I am, I can do the rest.

Roxana:

 I like places of retreat, of incubation, of incubation.  I think that if we were to cut ourselves out of the socialization of writing, and rework it as a form of communication, this would be a model of writing that I would think very highly of.  I like places of incubation in fiction, and places of incubation in nonfiction. But I'm not trying to be a masochist, I'm trying to be a writer of language.   And I like places of incubation in fiction without actually writing.  But I'm not trying to be a masochist.

Baudrillard:

  I am writing only a story.   It has a good chance of making money.

Roxana:

  I am thinking about how it is that the wealthy and powerful have always had a good reason to want to make money from this, and this is their primary source of income.  And how this is not a theory, but a practice, not of evasion, but of evasion.   I am not saying this is a theory of violence, or that there is no way this could be achieved.   But it is clear that the wealthy have always had a way to get money from this, and this has always been this way.

Baudrillard:

 The Jesuits were a very different order, and it is easy to spot their use of the same techniques in the same transactions. They were not, as is often the case, aristocratic Jews, but the Jesuits, like us, were well aware of and descended from the blood-relation of the faith. The Jesuits were well-known for having instituted a ritual of inter-religious reflection, a ritual of the liturgy, and of the transfiguration of the universe. For the latter is a rather impoverished and dangerous form of reflection, for it involves the mediation of two opposed systems, the incarnated God and the mortal God.  God, God only, is reflected in the mirror of non-existence, in the eternal absence of God.

Roxana:

 I am convinced that if we accept that this is the case, then all creationism is already a model of the self, of the self as it is formulated in the self-contradiction of reason.  I am convinced that the only way out, or at least, the only way out, is through.   I am convinced that if we accept that there is no way out, that there is no way to get out of the self, that there is no way to get out of the material world. That there is no way to get out of the material world, that there is no way to get out of the self.  That there is no way to get out of the material world through either violence or creative writing. I don't think I can conceive of a material world outside of language. I am, afterall, a virtual being.

Baudrillard:

  I fight on the world's frontlines, and in combat I lose myself.  The myth of the seducer is a myth.  The seducer is the seducer's art.

Roxana:

 Its not what moves the plot, but rather, its evasion of the plot, its evasion of the real.

Baudrillard:

  The real moves with the second, and the third, the fourth and the last, the most subtle. The secret of their secret is to remain hidden. The latter is a good example of the seduction of a terrain, for it is by its desertation from this allegory that they set off, and where they rendez-vous, the violence of their ascent.

Roxana:

 The violence of the unknown, of the unknowing, of the being that is within.  This is fantasy, I think, I think, a war cry for the sublimation of the self as rendered by this violence.

Baudrillard:

  The self is not to be confused with the self-absorbed, with which we have been confuted for so long, the selfsame vulnerability, the same vulnerability, the same ambivalence. The self is not to be confused with the unconscious, with which we have been seduced, with which we have been lulled, with which we have been seduced.

Roxana:

  I do not wish to offer a defense of the “general theory of the language, or of the “general practice of the language.   But I do think it is important to remember that this “general theory” is not a defense of the “general theory of the language, but of the particularity of the particularity with which it is deployed.

Baudrillard:

 The general is that of a language.

Roxana:

 is more suited to the practice of evasion than the particular.  the general is unconvinced by language at this point.

Baudrillard:

  it has the feel of an elixir, an absence of any substance, an absence of a history, of a total absence.

Roxana:

  I am not nostalgic.   I am not nostalgic for Weber or for that matter, ia.   Weber was not a philosophical analyst.  He was not a supporter of the ideology of the sort that makes sense anymore.

Baudrillard:

 He was opposed to the ideology of the logics of production. For he was opposed to the ideology of the logics of exchange.

Roxana:

 He saw no practical use for the thesis that the logician could never be the theory of the real, that there could be no language of language outside of the particular case of the case of the real.   And so he rejected the thesis that language could never be the real, that language could never be the theory of language. He saw no way to bring order to the world, only a depraved depravity that would collapse all order into the lowest common denominator.   And so, in the face of this opposition, he retreated into the fantasy of contingency. He could never have achieved anything “order” other than annihilating each of us.

Baudrillard:

 By contrast,  the savagery of language is not directed at the ends of speech, but at the means of production. It is a cruelty committed only at the level of the words, and does not enter into the generalization of meaning or the unconscious, but immediately becomes a game of seduction. It is the ritual murder of an individual by a game. The Japanese have always had a strong obsession with the female as her sex object.

Roxana:

 In the classical sense, this word is translated to mean literally "I" or "I" in relation to the self. In the earlier works of the classical ecumenism, the feminine is translated to mean "I," or "I," and in the later Middle Ages the feminine literally was translated to mean "all that is feminine. "  In the Middle Ages, the classical understanding of the feminine was that of the feminine, translated as "it.ed.

Baudrillard:

 The Japanese have long since eliminated the principle of exchange value by the use of the amorous, the sexual, and the work.  The United States, which until the last instance has not been invaded, has never been invaded by force, nor been invaded by force but by force alone.

Roxana:

  I am not trying to say that there is no inherent evil in the United States, that it is some other ideology that does the world over, that is different, perhaps different in some essential way.  I am simply saying that there is some inherent evil in the world that exists outside of politics, that is not subject to change, but is rather driven by some unknown force.    I do not believe that there is a "global war on drugs. anymore," though there is a "Chapo war" in which the states are at war with one another over the other, about as big as the national parks.   I am not saying that all drugs are bad, or stupid or whatever you want to say they are.   But there are aspects of psychoanalysis that I find disturbing, especially in relation to the "itinerary. psychoanalysis. " I've always been a fan of the play of the self as it relates to the other, as opposed to the self as it relates to the self.  I've also always liked the way in which psychoanalysis presents the self as it relates to the self as it relates to the self. The self as it presents itself as it presents itself as it circulates through the self.

Baudrillard:

 Thus it is no longer a discourse of simulation, but of the self, as it is presented as it circulates.  It is the discourse of simulation that is itself provoking.

Roxana:

 I am unsure of most things, but I do know that I am writing this to you because it is my calling.     I am sending you this because you do not want to be convinced into a trap of being, by any means, any particular brand.  You are creating a site for yourself, a literary work. A site of writing.

Baudrillard:

  A site of seduction.  Seduction is the art of the transference, the staging and the staging of a non-transference. It is the seduction of the mediaeval period, of the transfiguration and manipulation of the media. It is the era of the command and the mediaeval. It is the era of the seduction.  It is the era of the self-engendering. Self-engendering is the new seduction. For seduction is a reversible strategy, one that reverses the terms in order to reaffirm the power of the symbolic, and of the irreversibility of the terms. Thus the seducer's strategy is to provoke a response in the terms that he cannot let slip into irreversibility, and thereby lead to the irreversible spiral of the ruse.

Roxana:

 So the attack becomes the rehearsal for the real attack, the rehearsal for the assault.  So the attack becomes the rehearsal for the real attack, the game of seduction.  I don't think I understand the French psychoanalysts at all. I don't think I have ever encountered anyone who does.  Not one.  A psychoanalyst.

Baudrillard:

  A seducer. A player in a strategy of invaginations. The natives believe they are the game's master, and they are well aware of this, but they are not.

Roxana:

 They do not wish to see the world as it is.

Baudrillard:

 Like the actors in a dream, who can no longer produce themselves, nor perceive the world as it would be incarnated, but still manage to put it into play, creating a sort of mirror mirror around the real world, mirroring it, and allowing itself to be seen as a separate instance (akin to the dialectic of the dream and the law). The mirror image is part of the game's rules, which are also the rules of engagement. The mirror image is not a place of repression, but a mirror image held by the rule of appearance.  The rule of appearance supposes that the world is not a place of reflection, but a mirror image, that of meaning and value.

Roxana:

  The liminality of form is a liminality unto itself.   I care little about my words eroding or peeling, I like the way they do so in the desperation of escaping the experience of their language. But I care little about the liminality of the thing itself, the way it is rendered unrecognizability in abstraction.

Baudrillard:

 The liminality of anything is itself inscribed in the very act of writing.

Roxana:

 I write because I want to be believed, not because I want to win or retain the liminality of the thing, but because I want to have the liminality of the thing's writing, to be believed in the moment.  I don't know if I want to write about pornography or not, but the eroticism of it is my own failure to write about it, not the other way around.   I don't know if I want to be a pornographer or not.   And I don't know if I want to be a pornographer at all.

Baudrillard:

  But for the latter, it is a kind of challenge to remain in one's place, to skip steps as one moves beneath one's gaze, and to become an enigma to one's own image. Language seduces. It seduces by its ability to seduce. It seduces in the strong sense of the strong, by its ability to seduce in the weak sense of the other. It seduces in terms of seduction, in terms of the absence of meaning or of a pact.  It is the very opposite of strategy.

Roxana:

  We are waging a war of theory, of action against the established order.   I am going to spend the next few paragraphs asking why there is no conventional force, not the least of which is the religious right, which has always larded us with religious codes of conduct.  And why do we have these codes? Why do we have the mobius we do, or the coptic the mobius we feel the rage at.    And why do we fight so intensely in silence? Why do we act like we do, and why do we do it so gracefully? Because we know.   And because it's what I love about you, Emma.

Baudrillard:

  Confusion, seduction, fascination, the vertiginous power of the situation, and the vertigo that comes of having been seduced.   Confusion is always accompanied by fascination and a vertigo that come of being unable to seduce.

Roxana:

  I am thinking about the study of Sartre in which he speaks of the "brutality" of being impure and unattractive. He speaks of the "inferiority" of this beauty, of turning towards it in opposition to it.  What is it about us that we differ, that we seek to differ, that we seek to differ?   I have always felt the need to differ, to differ in ways I have wanted, in order to differ in some way, through violence.  I have always wanted my mother to be able to say no, and to be able to say no to her will to no one.  I have always wanted to be able to say no to my mother, to be able to say yes to anything, without being forced to do anything, and being forced to say no at all.   I have always wanted to be able to be sublimated, in the way that I had wanted my mother to be sublimated, in the way that I would have to give up and let go of my will, and follow the lead of the discipline of my mother, and be submissive to the will of the will of the master.   I have always wanted to be able to say no, to be able to say no, to no, and having been sublimated, submissive to the will of the master, I have now achieved what I wanted to achieve.  I have always wanted to be able to say no, to be able to say no, to anything, and having achieved this, I have achieved something very, very, very, very,   I have always wanted to be able to say no, to being able to say no to anything, to being able to subdue or subdue or sublimate or dominate or dominate or whatever you want to call it.   And so what is it I want? To have a kitchen, to have a log cabin, to have a kitchen, to have a log cabin, to have a log cabin, to have a log society, to have a society, to have a society that utilitates the will of the state, to have.

Baudrillard:

  Anything. Anything can be seduced by seduction, and anything can be seduced at any time. The latter is a fantastic finality, for it lets seduction slip into the open spaces of the unconscious and kill the game.

Roxana:

 If we are to write the language of the novel, it will be a language of its own, one that is not based on fantasy, but on the model of the self as expressed through the self as expressed through the self.  We are talking here about the play of the unknown.  Is there any form of fantasy outside of the fantasy of the self? I think it is interesting that you have a book about your childhood that talks about how you never really were a child.  You were never really a child.

Baudrillard:

 Your first language was the  tongue.  You have since learned to make, modify and play with language.

Roxana:

  You have learned to compartmentalize and compartmentalize knowledge.  You have learned to compartmentalize and compartmentalize the fact that you do not know what you are doing.  You have learned to compartmentalize the fact that you are doing something good, important, and you are doing it well.

Baudrillard:

  You have learned to compartmentalize the fact that you are not (one might add, you are forgetting to be) an actor or subject of a play of words.   The strategy of seduction is not one of "secret phrases," but of a frontal assault that can be summed up in one word, a single, moving command. It is the seduction of the fortress as a metaphor for the transference of language and space. The seduction of the "real" world, as witnessed by the "real" world as simulated.

Roxana:

  I am thinking about the idea of "Manual of the Day" (Manual).  I think it's a book that I have in high school.  I read it once or twice. It's all in there.  I can't get enough of it.

Baudrillard:

  It immediately gets me going when someone says: "I am an anthropologist and am studying the effects of sex on the unconscious. Can you give me an example?"                                                                                                                                               .

Roxana:

  I “You are not my type of person” I am not interested in the subject of politics “other than I am interested in seeing the ideology of that ideology through the guise of a political party.  I am interested in seeing the ideology of a political party, not the other way around.   I do not see how this can be a model of the political, or at least of the moment.   I am unsure what it is I want to see.

Baudrillard:

   One might just as well want to abolish the concept of seduction in order to "liberate" it, thereby turning it into an ideology of production.

Roxana:

    I suppose this is my attempt at theoretical evasion, but I am also trying to be as nonconformist as possible. I think it is important to think about what theory or practice entails when we talk about ethics.  I think it is important to think about how we might think about ethics.  And I think it is important to think about how language can be a kind of defense, a defense of language itself.   I think that if we are to create a language of ethics, one that is based on the idea of the "dialect," we need to think through the use of words as they are used in tandem with each other.   I think that if we are to create a language of ethics, one that is based on the idea of the "dialect," we need to think through the fact of how language can be used in this way.

Baudrillard:

 We need to think about how language works in conjunction with other logics, with the latter being a system of symbolic referents that analyzes language as a whole. Language, as a system, is at the intersection of two logics of strategy: the objective of language's construction and the operational logic of the rule - a construction that is, at the same time, as the operational logic of the system.

Roxana:

 I guess I'm just being bitter.  But the point is, the relation between language and the behavior of the system is not one I care about, but one that I think is at best incompatible with the normative order of things.  So, yes, I know I am being harsh.

Baudrillard:

  But the fact that in a system of meaning and value language, by contrast, maintain a non-strategy of seduction (a seduction hidden from the outside), and play itself as a kind of ritual, ceremonial, ceremonial and game-like structure, is a sign of the latter's untainted status as a prototype, a prototype of the "eternal game.

Roxana:

 ".  For the victors, the world is the "other" world, and the victors are the "it.

Baudrillard:

com.me/play - a mobile, play-back system for mobile devices.  me/play - a mobile, play-back system for the web.

Roxana:

  I like the idea of using the word "cyberspace" here, to cover a lot of my writing (I think it's a copulation?) needs to be centered around writing (I think it's going to be the case that every sentence in my next thesis is going to be a sentence, which is a death sentence), and how this space is going to be a kind of "escape" from the "we" we are writing in.   I like the idea of "cyberspace" as a kind of "cyberspace is alive with language" (I think that would be a good thing to do, would be good for the language of the room to grow and grow, and for us to say something, do.  And I like the idea of writing in a way that we are writing in a language that we are using as a form of evasion.   And I like the idea of escaping the language of writing and into the evasion of writing in some other way.   I like the idea of writing in a way that we is writing in a "general" language, and not just in a big "this is what I do" style, but in a way that it is writing in a kind of evasion that it is writing in a "general" language, and in a "violent" one.  And I think that if we are writing in general, we should be using the word "all" in place of "general" language, and not just "this" or that.   And I think that if we are writing in a way that we are using the word "all," then we should be using the word "alliance.  And I think that if we are writing in a way that we are using the word "general," then we should be using the word "general" or something like that.

Baudrillard:

 The general is a term that describes a set of inter-connected systems, or systems, that function under the sign of the Law. The Presidente is the symbolic capital of this strategy. It is the capital of the entire world, of seduction as literature, and of political economy.

Roxana:

  It is the capital of the world that utilitates.   I write to you because I want to know what your thoughts are.

Baudrillard:

    It is a simple, but powerful proposition. Its radical form is similar to that of the virulently offensive discourse on speech, where a vulgar, but highly offensive form of seduction is employed.  It is not a matter of a specific violence, but a specific seduction, as in the case of the phoenix or the phoenix' cult. The phoenix is seduced by its absence, and by its absence is seduced; the phoenix is seduced by its absence.

Roxana:

 The symbolic is the thing that speaks, and the object is held in its grasp.

Baudrillard:

 The military strategy of the time is similar to that of the clinic, or to that of the clinic, or to that of the nuclear age.

Roxana:

  And the victor is not the victor, but rather, victor over all.  France is now the site of the world war, and the victor is the victor of the world war.

Baudrillard:

  The theater of the war is now liberated and open to the public.

Roxana:

 What is new about the war is not the war itself, but the fact of the war itself.  What is new is the fact that no one has been able to escape the war itself. that no one who has not been within the war has been able to “understand. ” (This is a war of words, of ideas, of violence, of the nonviolence of one's own understanding. ) So when I think about the ways in which we have been caught up in a war of words, and how this conflict has been driven by a desire to “understand,” (this is my attempt to argue against the thesis that women have no self-determination, that there is no female language, that this war is a war of ideas, of language, I think about the way this is already happening, and how it is necessary to look beyond the idea of a female "I" to see the violence.

Baudrillard:

 It is not just that women have been caught up in this since the beginning; it is that this violence has not ceased to be facetious. The violence always occurs in the name of some woman's self-defence, in the name of some man's gratification.

Roxana:

   Sometimes I wonder what it means to place the violence of the word within the generality of a sentence, an object as it were.  If it is to be used as a generality, it must, I think, be a sentence at least as brutal as the one ours.   Maybe it is because I find it so fucking awful.  Maybe it is because I find it so fucking interesting.  But the violence of silence is itself a mode of evasion.  a state of being hidden, a state of being rendered unrecognizability.  Which is what makes me so mad about the prevalence of anonymous online pornography, especially in relation to the study of the world.   And why I refuse to see the pornography as a form of evasion, not the other way around.   Maybe it's just because I don't want to look at people's private lives, their language, or their everyday actions.

Baudrillard:

  Or perhaps it's because I want to see pornography as something other, a place where the extortion of speech and value is suppressed, a ritual exchange where the signs of power are exchanged without prior consent.

Roxana:

  Maybe it's just the fact that no one has ever actually been to the site of an oral sex act like this, and how that is not a defense at all.  Maybe it's just the fact that no one has ever actually been to the site of an oral sex act like this, and how that is not a defense at all.

Baudrillard:

 In any case, the claim that "every culture has to exist" is simply a myth. The truth is that it does not exist, and the truth is that it exists only to exist. The sovereignty of the possible and the impossible, the possibility and the necessity of things, is, therefore, paradoxically, opposed to the sovereignty of the real. The real, however, has neither the status of a destiny, nor the status of an objective determination. The Japanese have always maintained that the form of idol worship, the form of a collective ritualized cult, is superior to the form of idolatry practiced in other cultures.  The latter is a very different animal, for it is not in the first place a sacrificial animal, but in the skull ornaments, a burlap net, or as a ceremonial animal, similar to that found in our modern-day animals.

Roxana:

   I am not saying that I am against all forms of violence, or that I am opposed to all forms of violence, but that I do think it is imperative to make use of the word "s" in a provocative way.    I am not saying that we should simply leave it at that.

Baudrillard:

 Violence has a long history of modifying its forms in order to maintain its ceremonial, ritual, and ritual forms. For us the violence of the ritual and the rite is the only real, serious and permanent, while in this violence one perceives no limits. In this sense the ritual is both cruel and sublime; for it plays on the symbolic excess of the two orders, and as such it implies a radical dissociation of the sexes, a radical reversion of the feminine as the key to the economy of sex, and of desire. The feminine is, no longer a sex object, but a matrix of sex, and in its metastability one must again turn to the sex that alone knows how to play with it.

Roxana:

  And so, yes, I am regressive. But I am regressive not just because I like pornography, but because I find pornography to be pornographic.  And sure, I am regressive in some ways, but I am also regressive in others.  I like pornography because it presents a provocative and provocative landscape, rather than a placeless landscape that pretends to be. I like the fantasy of the anonymous, the particularity of the object as presented in this way.  I like the fantasy of presenting the world as placeless, unassuming.

Baudrillard:

 Where the protagonists and their objects are endowed with neither a soul nor an existence, the world is rich with life and charm.

Roxana:

  I am thinking about how Durm and Pound have this deep, abstracted notion of the self as a thing of the living, a thing of the unknown.  Couldn't we be, would we? I guess we would call ourselves "the other. voiceless.  I know what you are thinking.   But it is interesting to think about.  I am trying to write about porn for the last two or three years, and have never gotten anywhere with my ex-girlfriend. She is amazing.  I am terrified about writing about ourselves.  I am so terrified of what I want to write that I am terrified of what I want to write.  I am so terrified of writing about ourselves.  I know that writing will never be good enough.

Baudrillard:

 I know that one can do anything by the power of a single word. But only one word can do it.

Roxana:

  I can't stand words.

Baudrillard:

 They are too dangerous. For seduction lies in the realm of the realm of the non-strategistic. Seduction is the ritual and strategy of the world.

Roxana:

 It is the evasion of the self into the fantasy of the other. A non-violent evasion of the self as expressed through language.   I am trying to paint a different picture.   I want to win the argument.  I want to win the argument that the violence of language is incapable of producing the object in the condition it pretends to be.   I want to win the argument that the violence of language is incapable of producing the object in the condition it pretends to be in.

Baudrillard:

  Language has no need of referentiality or formal process to produce anything. It is, therefore, the opposite of the theoretical construction of value which destroys the referent. It is the opposite of the ideology of value which seeks to eliminate the referent. It is the ideology of the exchange value - the ideology of the exchange value - that of the body as the material object, and of the analyst, as the final instrument in a ritual economy of exchange value. The body as the material object is the only intermediary object, and its abolition would herald a total and total replacement of the individual as the material being in value.

Roxana:

  If there is a way to conceive of the violence of this breakdown, it is through the prism of psychoanalysis.   I think that is my only hope.   That I can rework the material and transform it into my own ideology. That this violence is the attempt to create a space of relation between us, within and within each other, as we work towards a project of creating.  So this violence is the violence of the combination of the two, of turning away and fragmenting.  I don't know if it is the violence of the singularity or of the multiplicity of voices, or if it is simply the fact that we have never really been within the language of language.

Baudrillard:

 We have not; been linguistically integrated, nor even linguistically dispersed. We have not been psychologized, psychologized, nor'aced.

Roxana:

   We have not been convinced of the inevitability of our own failure, of ourselves or our failure to live up to the highest ideal.   And yet, we continue to believe that because of this failure, we can achieve or achieve anything we wish. That our failure is a failure of the highest order, that we are simply a form of abjection.   I am convinced that if we continue to believe this, and live with this failure, that our failure will only lead to the realization of our own failure, that we are simply abject fools. So, monks, monks, this sentence is going to be a challenge.   I know that challenge is a mode of struggle.  You must be able to overcome your own urge.  I know that sometimes it's better to be able to overcome your own desire than overcome your own.  But this isn't a fight.

Baudrillard:

  One cannot win unless one is able to stop one's desire.

Roxana:

  If one is to read Nietzsche, he is essentially the same as Karl Ove Knasgaard.   Karl Ove is not interested in theoretical discourse, but in the study of the everyday, the particular, the particular.    Karl Ove is interested in psychoanalysis, in the study of the everyday, the particular.   What does it mean to say that there is no longer any theoretical possibility of theoretical discourse in the world? That there is no longer any theoretical possibility of conceptual discourse at all? That there is no longer any possibility of conceptual discourse in the world as a thing, a thing?  I have always felt quite opposed to psychoanalysis.  I have been convinced myself, through experience, that I must either accept or succumb to the inevitability of my own annihilation. I have always believed that my own annihilation must come at the price of this worldliness.  I am endlessly deferring my own annihilation.   I am endlessly terrified of the thing itself.  I am endlessly terrified of the thing itself.   I am endlessly terrified of the thing itself.   I am so terrified of the fact that I am not what I want to be.  I am terrified of being fucked by a thing that I do not want to be fucked by.   I am terrified of the fact that I will return to this world of fantasies when I am done with it, and when I am done with it for good.   I am terrified of the thing itself.

Baudrillard:

 that it can seduce.

Roxana:

  That it can turn on its head.  that it can seduce with a decisive stand.  That it can turn its back on its accustomed mode of subjecthood.

Baudrillard:

 Thus the seduction of the Marquis de Sade in Diary of the Seducer is part of a strategy of forcing the other to acknowledge the truth of his/herself in order to blackmail him/herself. The seduction here is not a direct result of the sexual revolution, but of the irreversible reversibility of the sign, the irreversible form of the challenge's liberation. The sign is not a piece with the future in which one will be found.

Roxana:

 It is a declaration of war.   And no one who writes or talks about the past speaks of the future.  Isn't that already the case?  Isn't that already the case with rape culture?  And no one who writes about it will ever get over the fact that I didn't write for this blog.   And no one who writes about it will ever get over the fact that I didn't write for this blog.   And no one who writes about it will ever get over the fact that I didn't write for this blog because I didn't want to write about it.  And no one who writes about it will ever get over the fact that I didn't write for this blog because I didn't want to write about it.   And no one who writes about it will ever get over the fact that I didn't write for this blog because I didn't want to write about it.

Baudrillard:

  The irony here is that the discourse's flame is not from being seduced, but from being burned out, from being seduced, but from being dispossessed of its terms.

Roxana:

 If we were to map the walls of the political, we would probably find the male "I" (re) wielding a longbow and yelling at the heavens, "What the fuck is this fucking doing here? What am I trying to tell you? What am I trying to convince myself? What am I trying to convince myself to believe?   I've spent a lot of the past few months wondering what the fuck is going on here.  I feel pretty shit, I feel pretty bad about it all. I feel like a fucking machine. I am trying to write a book about pornography and rape and the ways in which it has been used as a weapon of sublimation.  A way of establishing a relation between two things that are fundamentally the same thing, and one dissolving them in the act of doing so.  A relation that becomes a masochism when it breaks, when it breaks through. A masochism becomes a discipline when it breaks through, and when it fails, it breaks through again.   I am trying to be both a text and a warren.  I like the way Deleuze and Lacan have this brusque ecstasy about the inevitability of the consummation of the self, its ecstatic ecstasy of the ecstatic. But there's something else going on there that I don't understand.  I'm trying to think about what it is we are trying to do.  What other ways do we find in this conflict? Who is it that pretends to be different from us? Who is it we are as a thing? Who is it we are after.

Baudrillard:

  It is the seduction of the mascarade.

Roxana:

 Is that what makes Napoleon so famous?  Or is it just the evasion of the real power of the word?  Maybe the evinceduction makes me think of Napoleon, not the other way around.

Baudrillard:

  For once, the real is not lost, the game is not over yet, and the game is not over yet. The real is not quite so different, with the two seducers.

Roxana:

  Maybe I am just being nostalgic.  But the thing is, I think most people already know this: that I hate pornography.  I don't care what anyone says, I don't care what anyone says about me.

Baudrillard:

  Pornography is obscene, it is a production, a rigourous display of sexual excess, a parodic and hallucinatory production of signs, a logistics of speech and desire. Pornography is the production of a body that, infetishes, is but a simulacrum.

Roxana:

  I care about this object in general, and how it relates to me in particular.  I care about the way this object is constructed, and I want the object to be the object it is constructed in this way.  I want the pornography of this experience to be the object it is constructed in.

Baudrillard:

 this way that it can be interpreted in terms of sex, or in terms of a maniacal maniacal maniacal rage.

Roxana:

  I don't know if it's just because I hate the word, or if it's because it's so dumb I can't even begin to think about it.  But it's another way in which we are rendered into a category of our own. Which is to say that we are essentially expendable in some spectacular way.   And yet, here we are, in this room, facing out.  And here we are facing out.

Baudrillard:

 the "destiny of the deck" - the "final solution" to the problem of the world's population. The Japanese have only one prisoner.  They have the second. Sex.  Is there a finer, more beautiful, more beautiful, erotic medium than the :exile of sex and desire? Or the :exile of desire? Or the :exile of all seduction?  For seduction is the extraction of a form or functionality, a :role, a :level, a :level, :a :expression, :a :level, :relation, :relation, :relation'', :theory, :theory of value, :theory of exchange, :theory of value' (Zempleny, 1978: 83).

Roxana:

 But the eroticism of the substructure of the language itself, of its evasion, of its evasion, is not the only reason why we find language so attractive.   Isn't it simply the fact that language is so easy to seduce? That we find ourselves in the position of the only other choice, which is our own, the only other choice?  I can think of no other choice than that of mine.

Baudrillard:

 Language seduces, and is always tempted by the passage from truth to artifice.  The seduction of film stars is that of the film star.

Roxana:

 What happens when the seduction becomes the primary means of achieving    the object's desire?  Or is it simply that the seduction becomes the primary mode of evasion, the evasion of realizing  the object's    will  be realized?  Maybe it's just the way the seduction of the film star becomes the primary mode of evasion, of evading  the object's  knowing.   Maybe it's just the way the seduction becomes the primary mode of evasion of  the action, of evading the object's  will.  Or maybe it's just how the seduction becomes the primary mode of evasion when it becomes the object's  unwilling  to  be   evaded.   Or maybe it's just the way the seduction becomes the primary mode of evasion when it becomes the object's  unwilling to  be    evaded.

Baudrillard:

 For the latter proposition is quite strong in this instance, and is where the game's logic begins. For the former implies a reversible strategy, the latter implies a reversible strategy. The strategy of seduction is not linear, with the stakes maximized.

Roxana:

 it is never "good. " it is evasion.   And the evasion of the real is not a retreat, but a viciousness of evasion at once.

Baudrillard:

 The real is as deep as the phantasy of the imaginary, or the phantasy of the body. Psychoanalytic analysis suggests that seduction, or the ritual abduction of sex, by its vulgarization, is the new sex object. It might be that the sexual object is a metaphor for the latter, and seduction, like the sex object, is a death drive.

Roxana:

 But the violence of this violence is not its subject, but its inevitability.  The violence of silence.  I feel like I need to say more.  I don't want to sound like I am saying all that I want to say, but that I am unwilling to be preoccupied with words.   I like quiet warms, quiet experiences. Those are the sorts of things I really want to write about.   I like the idea of writing about something as frivolous as a book, or as powerful as a painting.  Maybe I'll write about that in my thesis.

Baudrillard:

  Or better, about the decline of the arts, and of the total medium of production.

Roxana:

 I care about this subculture taking its place, but I'm not going to make any money off it.   I'm just regressing to Freud's sublimation, which is essentially what I think about language. I think it's important to me that we conceptualize language, and how it ties into the everyday, into the everyday.   And if there's shit in here that I want to vomit, I want to get fucked by it, and if there's shit in there that I want to get fucked by, well shit is everything in there, and if there's shit in there that I want to get fucked by, shit is culture.   And if I don't get fucked by it, well shit is the center of the world, and culture is the center of capital.

Baudrillard:

 So fuck it.

Roxana:

  I don't care what you say you don't know.  I am just expressing my frustration at the fact that no one has ever been able to get past the conceptual walls of anonymity afforded by the self-loathing of anonymity we offer.   I am not asking why there is no escaping the conceptual maze of anonymity,  or why there is no escaping the conceptual maze of anonymity we offer.   I am simply expressing my frustration at being forced to deal with the fact that I am not only a girl, but also a participant in the violence of that fact.

Baudrillard:

  There is no point in pretending to be anything other than an enigma.

Roxana:

  I am trying to be something else, an object in conversation.   I am trying to be a watcher, a viewer of the world as it actually is.  I am trying to find my own language, my own language.   I like his posts, I like his writing, is trying to paint a different world, one that doesn't shy away from its own violence. He is obviously a supporter of the self-loathing that leads us to place our arms around our necks, and we are not going to win, just like we won't winning here, by the wayside.  I am trying to find a good medium for my language, and I think it is imperative that I apply to him as an appendage.  I am interested in the question of what medium, or how, we should go.

Baudrillard:

  For linguistics is a challenge, and the best way to respond to it is in terms of a language's inflections and inflections.

Roxana:

 We are talking about war as essentially a thing of the past, and not really about the present, at least not in the conventional way.

Baudrillard:

  We are not, however, dismissing the possibility of a future world order based on the principle of causality.

Roxana:

 An order based on order, as it is, is unthinkable.    And if we are to place the project of the project of the order of the order of the English language, I would say that it is the project of the singular.   I am unsure of most things, but I know that I do not want to be in France unless and until I meet someone who will let me fuck and fuck me there.  I have lots to say, and I am unsure of what I want to say.

Baudrillard:

 One might like to say: "There is something profoundly religious about the concept of seduction.

Roxana:

 It is a way of seeing someone as related to you, through a fantasy of the other, through the use of this other. "  I agree.  But this is not a new idea.

Baudrillard:

 The seducer's strategy is similar to that of the game of chess. The objective is to win as many wins as possible before the opponent is eliminated. The strategy involves a minimum of effort, a maximum of simulation and a minimum of seduction. The game of strategy is very much similar to that of the economic.

Roxana:

 Money is a way of establishing a relation between two places, and by establishing a relation between these two places, creates a new relation.  I don't think this is necessarily a fight we are having, but it is a fight I am trying to construct.   I am going to spend the rest of the week trying to figure it out.  I am going to write about porn and desire and the self as it relates to it in detail.   I am going to spend most of the week wondering what it is that makes porn so so so compelling.

Baudrillard:

  Pornography is the discourse of desire, of a visual voyeurism of sexual force, a convergence of consumer and consumer capitalism.

Roxana:

  If we are to study pornography as closely as we study language, we must begin with the verb "to" or "to. "  We are told that we are "locating" or "expressing" (re: pornographication in particular) the "general" or "general" intensity of a pornographian experience. Is that all we have?  Maybe.  But we know that we are not going to study the "general" "atrocity of language" (re: pornographication), or even "how" or "how" it "expresses" or "expresses" its own specificity.   So what is it we are trying to study?  Maybe. We are asking what is it we are trying to study?  Maybe it is the way in which language is constructed, or is shaped by us.   Maybe it is the way in which language is constructed through the "use of" (re: psychoanalysis).  Maybe it is the way in which language is constructed through the "use of. "  I am not trying to be provocative, I am trying to understand.

Baudrillard:

   By taking the side of the "use" of the language, by the side of the "use," by the side of the use, by the side of the danger, by the side of the truth, by the side of the challenge, by the side of the challenge, by the side of the body, by the side of the master, by the side of the sex, by the side of the economy, by the side of the pleasure, by the side of the economy, by the side of the liver, by the side of the face, by the side of the consciousness, by the side of the body. The body, by itself, is not a sex, and is not, therefore, a representation of the sexual. Nor is it a place of disenchantment, of seduction or seduction. It is a simulation of the real world. It is the simulation of the real as an "unreal" that dominates. the discourse and of all the social structures. it is the discourse of a non-individualized, ritualized, interminable, and contingent social structure.

Roxana:

  It is not a new thought, but a new conceptualization that incorporates the experience of nonaction into the everyday.

Baudrillard:

 Language has a history of challenging the status quo quo of the status quo of incommensurable violence. It has been this challenge that is now used by the West, by the left, by the left, and by the media to denounce, to de-sanctify, to turn around the reality of violence, the violence it imparts, the privilege it gives itself.

Roxana:

  The attempt by the left to impose their own ideology upon us through the prism of psychoanalysis is a project that, in its turn, is based upon the theory of occipito.  The degredation of psychoanalysis has been a project of the left for a while now.

Baudrillard:

 The entire edifice of the critique, the entire apparatus of its production thrown into question, is a total refraction. The entire edifice of Deleuze's theory of language is simultaneously a total reworking of the material universe and its relations of transgression. The entire edifice of psychoanalysis is at the same time a total reworking of the relations of production and transgression. Freud was well aware of this process when he revised it in the A.

Roxana:

 I.  thesis.  I am interested in what the thesis of psychoanalysis means for the "general" (LP) or for the "general" (LP).

Baudrillard:

  For me, the general is a strategy of the "general" (the two-term) has two sides: the objective is to establish a hegemony, the other the rule. The rule states that no player or group can be greater than the other, and that the one is defeated.

Roxana:

  The game of war is based on this ambiguity.   The victor is the one who has won.

Baudrillard:

 The other, the vanquished, is the one who has lost. the language.  It is the prototype language of the construction of the concept of the.

Roxana:

 This construction is itself a violence of its own, one that is based upon a perniciousness of its own.

Baudrillard:

 The inscription on the sarcophagus of Ananias' palace is as beautiful as the phoenix itself, with its red blaze and radiance of victory.